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SENATE-Friday, February 27, 1970 
(Legislative day of Thursday, February 26, 1970) 

The Senate met at 9:30 o'clock a.m., 
on the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, 
a Senator from the State of Alabama. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, DD., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty and ever-living God, the 
ruler of men and nations, by whose 
power we were created, by whose mercy 
we are sUIStained, and by whose provi
dence we are governEd, we beseech Thee 
to illuminate our minds by Thy spirit, 
control our emotions, and direct all our 
judgments. 

Speak k our hearts when courage fails, 
or ideals are blurred and patriotism 
wanes. 

Keep us resolute and steadfast in the 
things that cannot be shaken, always 
abounding in hope and joy, persevering 
in the work Thou givest us to do. 

Lift our vision to see, beyond the things 
which are seen and temporal, the things 
which are unseen and eternal. 

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read a communication to the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U .S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., February 27, 1970. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, a Senator 
from the State of Alabama, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Journal 
of the proceedings of Thursday, Febru
ary 26, 1970, be approved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that all com
mittees be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL TOMOR
ROW, SATURDAY, AT 10 A.M. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM SATUR
DAY TO MONDAY, MARCH 2, 1970, 
AT 11 A.M. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business on tomorrow, 
Saturday, it stand in recess until Mon
day next at 11 a.m. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR FANNIN ON MONDAY NEXT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
FANNIN) be recognized for not to exceed 
1 hour on Monday, after action on the 
Journal. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

S. 3522-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
MOTOR VEHICLE DISPOSAL ACT, 
TO DEAL WITH ABANDONED OR 
JUNKED CARS 
Mr.JAVITS. Mr. President, I am grate

ful to the majority leader and the mi
nority leader for bringing us in early so 
that I might introduce what I consider 
to be a very important bill. 

There is much concern about the en
vironment in this country, and quite 
properly. One of the great problems cre
ated in respect to modern times and mod
ern environment is the disposal of 
wastes; and among the wastes with 
which we are most concerned in our 
large cities and which bedevil us the 
most are so-called junked automobiles. 
In New York City alone last year, 50,000 
automobiles were abandoned on the 
streets. They constitute an unsightly, in
sanitary, dangerous, and costly aspect of 
city living. 

This is a subject with which I have 
great personal familiarity, as I was born 
and bred in New York City and have 
seen this problem grow to probably the 
greatest visual eyesore. 

My administrative assistant, Frank 
Cummings, has proposed what I consider 
to be a most gifted and unusual initiative 
in respect to this matter, which I intro
duce for myself, the Senator from 
Rhode Island <Mr. PELL), and the Sena
tor from Utah (Mr. Moss) . This bill, 
which is the result of extremely creative 
thinking on the part of Mr. Cummings, 
is entitled the "Motor Vehicle Disposal 
Act." The bill is designed to deal with 
the mounting problem and awesome 
cost of removing junked and abandoned 
cars from our highways, streets, and 
landscapes. 

In a most adroit way, it requires 
that all carr; carry a permanent plate 
issued by the U.S. Government. It con-

ceivably could be done on a State level 
as well, of course, but this is such a broad 
problem that I believe the national estab
lishment has the right to move into it in 
the name of interstate commerce as well 
as health, sanitation, and the prevention 
of crime. This plate would issue for a fee 
of from $25 to $50, depending on the size 
and the weight of the car. Title to the 
plate would inhere in the car itself, so 
that transfer of the car automatically 
transfers title to the plate. The value of 
the plate, obviously, would affect the 
price of the car, either originally or on 
resale, to the extent of the value of the 
plate. 

The last owner of the car could obtain 
a full refund of the license fee by de
positing the car with an authorized con
cern qualified to process, and in the 
business of processing, junked vehicles 
into establishec!. grades of scrap for re
melting purposes-thereby returning 
the metal to the stream of commerce 
without littering streets and landscapes 
with scrap. In the event a car is unlaw
fully abandoned in a public place--and 
that is our problem-a public agency 
authorized by law to remove the car 
could then take it to such a qualified 
concern, and the agency itself would re
ceive the diEposal fee, to cover its vecy 
considerable cost in removing aband
oned cars. As I said before, in New York 
City alone last year over 50,000 aban
doned cars were towed away. 

In addition to providing an incentive 
not to abandon cars on public streets
the incentive being loss of the disposal 
fee refund-and giving a bounty to the 
local government to remove such aban
doned cars, this ingenious plan, which 
is entirely a self-help plan, would also 
create an incentive for junkyards not to 
endlessly expand their inventory, for 
each car carcass on a junkyard would 
always be worth at least $25 to the lot 
owner if he would remove it and deposit 
it with an authorized disposal concern. 

Senators will recall that the President, 
in his February 10, 1970, message to the 
Congress on environment and pollution, 
said: 

The way to provide the needed incentive 
is to apply to the automobile the principle 
that its price should include not only the 
cost of producing it, but also the cost of 
disposing of it. 

This bill, I repeat, with my own ap
preciation of the very creative work of 
Mr. Cummings, who, incidentally, is a 
very fine labor laWYer by profession, 
would accomplish that objective, except 
that it would not involve costs unless the 
owner abandons his car unlawfully. 

I think it is important to note that 
this bill, except for the cost of initial 
organization of the plan, would be com
pletely self-liquidating in terms of cost. 
A law-abiding car owner would incur no 
cost at all, assuming that he would re
coup the cost of his license when he sells 
his car to a second owner, and further 
assuming that the last owner-whose 



February 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 5203 
cost would include the cost of the li
cense--would get a complete refund 
when he deposits the car for disposal. 
The bill would also make self-liquidat
ing the very considerable cost which 
local governments incur for towing 
away abandoned vehicles, bearing in 
mind that there are 90 million vehicles 
in the United States. So this is a very 
tidy sum of money. The cost of admin
istration could, I believe, be defrayed by 
the interest on money deposited in the 
revolving fund made up of the license 
fees themselves. 

Mr. President, it may be that this 
kind of approach has within it the source 
for the solution of other problems in 
this or other fields. 

It strikes me that one of the real as
pects of the genius of our private enter
prise society is that the citizen has two 
things that he never finds in a Commu
nist society-ownership and credit. He 
deposits his money with the Government, 
knowing he will get it back, and he owns 
his own car and every appurtenance of 
it, and pays his own way. It seems to 
me that more and more, we must begin 
to utilize this principle. I believe the 
answer to the proliferating cost of gov
ernment may well lie in just these 
techniques. 

So, Mr. President, again I wish to 
state that while I am not the author of 
this idea-it comes from a very gifted 
man who is my administrative assist
ant--! think it is a very fruitful idea, 
and I have great pleasure in incorporat
ing it in a bill, and commend it highly 
to the consideration of my colleagues. I 
hope very much it will not only have 
very early consideration by the com
mittee to which the measure will be 
referred. 

And I also look forward to its further 
study by other committees which have 
similar problems in terms of the appro
priate application of this principle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

Mr. JAVITS. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be. printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3522 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Motor Vehicle Dis
posal Act". 

DISPOSAL FEE REQUIRED 

SEC. 2. (a) Each person within any State 
who owns a motor vehicle on the effective 
date of this Act shall, within three months 
after the effective date of this Act, pay to 
the Secretary the motor vehicle disposal fee 
required by the provisions of this Act, and 
affix to the motor vehicle a plate or other de
vice, designed by the Secretary, stating that 
the motor vehicle disposal fee has been paid. 

(b) Every motor vehicle manufacturer 
shall pay for each motor vehicle manufac
tured by it after the effective date of this 
Act the motor vehicle disposal fee required 
by the provisions of this Act, and shall affix 
to the motor vehicle a plate or other device, 
designed by the Secretary, stating that the 
motor vehicle disposal fee for that vehicle 
has been paid. 

EVIDENCE OF PAYMENT OF DISPOSAL FEE 

SEc. 3. (a) The Secretary shall design a 
plate or other device suitable for easy and 

permanent installation in a conspicuous 
place on a motor vehicle on which the dis
posal fee required by this Act has been paid. 

(b) The Secretary shall make available 
places at convenient locations throughout 
the country in which persons shall pay the 
disposal fee required under section 3 and 
receive the plates or other devices evidencing 
such payments together with instructions 
for the installation of such plates or other 
devices. 

(c) The Secretary shall make necessary ar
rangements with manufacturers required to 
pay the disposal fee under section 3 to re
ceive the payment of such fees at such times 
as he determines to be convenient for such 
manufacturers and to furnish such manu
facturer sufficient numbers of plates or other 
devices evidencing such payment. 
AMOUNT OF DISPOSAL FEE AND ESTABLISHMENT 

OF THE MOTOR VEHICLE DISPOSAL FUND 

SEC. 4. (a) The Secretary shall prescribe 
the amount of the disposal fee required 
under this Act in an amount not less than 
$25 nor more than $50 per motor vehicle. 
In determining the amount of the disposal 
fee the Secretary may establish a sched
ule of fees after considering the size of 
the motor vehicle and the cost of developing 
new techniques of disposing of motor ve
hicles. Any fee or fee schedule established 
under this section may not be established 
by the Secretary without proceedings includ
ing notice and an opportunity for a hearing 
held in accordance with the provisions of 
subchapter II of chapter 5, title 5, United 
States Code, and provision for judicial re
view in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia in accordance 
with the provisions of chapter 7 of such title. 

(b) Any sums appropriated pursuant to 
section 12 of this Act and any disposal fees 
collected pursuant to this Act shall be de
posited in a revolving fund which is hereby 
established in the Treasury of the United 
States and shall be known as the "Motor Ve
hicle Disposal Fund". Moneys in the fund 
shall be available, without fiscal year limita
tion, to the Secretary to make payments to 
persons certified to him by licensed motor 
vehicle disposal concerns in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act. Moneys in the 
fund not necessary for current operations 
shall be invested in bonds or other obliga
tions of, or guaranteed by, the United States. 
MOTOR VEHICLE DISPOSAL CONCERNS LICENSED 

SEc. 5. (a) After the effective date of this 
Act, any person engaged in the business of 
processing junked motor vehicles into estab
lished grades of scrap for remelting purposes 
may make application to the Secretary for 
a license under this section at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such informa
tion as the Secretary shall by regulation rea
sonably require. 

(b) Licenses issued under this section 
shall be in such form as the Secretary shall 
prescribe and shall continue in effect unless 
revoked pursuant to this Act. 

(c) In issuing or refusing to issue any 
licenses under this section the Secretary 
shall conduct proceedings in accordance with 
the provisions of subchapter 2 of chapter 5 
of Title 5, United States Code. Such proceed
ings shall be reviewable in the appropriate 
United States Court of Appeals in accordance 
with chapter 7 of such title. 

(d) The Secretary shall issue a license to 
any applicant if he determines that--

(1} the applicant is qualified and has the 
facilities necessary to process junked motor 
vehicles into established grades of scrap for 
remelting purposes; 

(2) agrees to certify to the Secretary the 
names and addresses of persons eligible to 
receive disposal payments under this Act. 

(e) (1) The Secretary is authorized to en
ter the facility of any person authorized 
under this Act or any person applying for a 
license under this Act and to inspect the 
premises and facilities on such premises at 

reasonable times, within reasonable limits 
and in a reasonable manner. · 

(2) Every licensee shall establish and 
maintain such records, make such reports, 
and provide such information, including 
technical information, as the Secretary may 
reasonably require to enable him to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. All informa
tion contained in any report received under 
this section shall be deemed to be confiden
tial information for the purposes of section 
1905 of title 18 of the United States Code. 

REVOCATION OF LICENSES 

SEc. 6. (a) Any license issued pursuant to 
this Act may be revoked by the Secretary 
if· he determines that ( 1) the licensee has 
discontinued the business of disposing of 
motor vehicles as provided in the license 
or (2) the licensee fails or refuses to make 
the certifications required by this Act. 

(b) Before revoking any license pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section, the Sec
retary shall serve upon the licensee an 
order to show cause why an order of revoca
tion should not be issued. Any such order 
to show cause shall contain a statement of 
the basis ' thereof, and shall call upon such 
licensee to appear before the Secretary at 
a time and place stated in the order, but in 
no event less than thirty days after the date 
of receipt of such order, and give evidence 
upon the matter specified therein. The Sec
retary may in his discretion suspend any 
license simultaneously with the issuance of 
an order to show cause, in cases where he 
finds that the public interest requires such 
suspension. Such suspension shall continue 
in effect until the conclusion of any revo
cation proceeding, including judicial review 
thereof, unless sooner withdrawn by the 
Secretary, or dissolved by a court of compe
tent jurisdiction. If after hearing, default, 
or waiver thereof by the licensee, the Sec
retary determines that an order of revoca
tion should issue, he shall issue such order, 
which shall include a statement of his find
ings and the grounds and reasons therefor 
and shall specify the effective date of the 
order, and he shall cause such order to be 
served on the licensee. In any case, where a 
hearing is conducted pursuant to the pro
visions of this section both the burden of 
proceeding with the introduction of evi
dence and the burden of proof shall be on 
the Secretary. Proceedings under this sec
tion shall be independent of, and not in lieu 
of, any other proceeding under this Act or 
any other provision of law. 

MOTOR VEHICLE DISPOSAL PAYMENTS 

SEc. 7. (a) Each person who owns a motor 
vehicle on which the motor vehicle disposal 
fee has been paid is entitled to receive a dis
posal payment in an amount equal to the 
motor vehicle disposal fee whenever such 
vehicle is transferred to, and presented for 
disposal to, a concern licensed under the 
provisions of this Act. 

(b) If an owner, in violation of State law, 
abandons a motor vehicl; on which the 
motor vehicle disposal fee has been paid, 
and such vehicle is thereafter presented to 
a concern licensed under the provisions of 
this Act by a public agency authorized by 
State or local law to confiscate and dispose 
of such abandoned vehicle, the public agen
cy so presenting and transferring such 
abandoned vehicle shall be entitled to re 
ceive a disposal payment equal to the mo
tor vehicle disposal fee. 

(c) Whenever a motor vehicle is properly 
presented to a motor vehicle disposal con
cern as provided in paragraphs (a) or (b) 
of this section, such concern shall issue to 
the person or agency presenting and trans
ferring such vehicle a receipt therefor, on a 
form prescribed by the Secretary, stating 
that such vehicle has been properly dis
posed of under this Act and that such per
son or agency is entitled to receive the dis
posal payment. 

(d) The Secretary shall redeem, by pay-
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ment of the disposal payment, under what
ever arrangements he deems appropriate, re
ceipts properly issued under paragraph (c) 
of this section. 

UNLAWFUL ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 8. It shall be unlawful for any per
son-

( 1) to fall or refuse to pay the motor 
vehicle disposal fee required by section 2 
or to fail to affix the evidence of such pay
ment to the motor vehicle in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act; 

(2) to manufacture for sale, offer for sale, 
introduce or deliver for introduction in inter
state commerce any motor vehicle manu
factured on or after the effective date of this 
Act without the payment of the disposal fee 
for such vehicle under section 3 and a plate 
or other device evidencing such payment be
ing affixed to such vehicle in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act; 

(S) who is licensed under the provisions of 
this Act, to fall or refuse access to or copy
ing of records or fail to make reports or fur
nish information or fail to permit entry or 
inspection as required under section 5; or 

( 4) to manufacture or furnish to any other 
person a plate or other device designed by the 
Secretary for the purposes of this Act unless 
such person is authorized by the Secretary to 
do so. 

PENALTIES 

SEC. 9. (a) Any person who is required to 
pay the disposal fee pursuant to section 2 
of this Act and who willfully and knowingly 
!ails to make such payment shall be subject 
to a penalty of not to exceed $500 for such 
violation. 

(b) Any person who violates the provi
sions o:: section 3 or paragraphs (3) or (4) 
of section 8, or regulations issued thereunder, 
shall be subject to a civil penalty not to ex
ceed $500 for each such offense except that 
the maximum penalty shall not exceed $100,-
000 for any related series of violations com
mitted by the same person. 

(c) Any person who willfully and know
ingly makes a false statement of any infor
mation required under this Act shall be 
deemed to have violated the provisions of 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code. 

(d) Any such civil penalty under this sec
tion may be compromised by the Secretary 
and shall be recoverable in a civil action in 
any distrl~t court in the district in which 
any such person resides, or is doing business. 

ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 10. (a) In order to carry out the ob
jectives of this Act, the Secretary is author
ized to-

(1) promulgate such rules and regulations 
as may be necessary; 

(2) appoint such advisory committees as 
he may deem advisable. 

( 3) to procure the services of experts and 
consultants in accordance with section 3109 
of title 5, United States Code; 

(4) use the services, personnel, facilities, 
and information of any other Federal depart
ment or agency, or any agency of any State, 
or political subdivision thereof, or any pri· 
vate research agency with the consent of such 
agencies, with or without reimbursement 
therefor; and 

(5) manufacture the plates or devices de
signed by him for the purposes of this Act at 
the expense of the United States. 

(b) TJ'pon request by the Secretary each 
Federal department and agency is author
ized and directed to make its serviecs, per
sonnel, facilities, and information, including 
suggestions, estimates and statistics available 
to the greatest practicable extent to the Sec
retary in the performance of his functions 
under this Act. 

{c) The Comptroller General of the United 
States or any of his duly authorized repre
sentatives shall have access for the purpose 
of audit and examination to any books, doc~ 
uments, papers, and records that are perti· 

nent to the payments certified to by any 
licensee under this Act. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 11. As used in this Act-
( 1) The term "person" includes any indi

vidual, corporation, company, association, 
firm, partnership, society, Joint stock com
pany, or public agency. 

(2) The term "motor vehicle" means any 
vehicle driven or drawn by mechanical power 
manufactured primarily for use on the public 
streets, roads, and highways, except any ve
hicle operated exclusively on a rail or rails. 
The Secretary may exclude classes of motor 
vehicles other than passenger automobiles 
from the definition of motor vehicle for the 
purposes of this Act upon a finding that to 
do so is in the public interest. 

(3) The term "manufacturer" means any 
person engaged in the manufacturing or as
sembling of motor vehicles including any 
person importing motor vehicles for resale. 

(4) The term "State" includes each of the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone, and Ameri
can Samoa. 

(5) The term "interstate commerce" 
means commerce between any place in a 
State any place in another State, or be
tween places in the same State through an
other State. 

( 6) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Transportation. 

AUTHORIZATIONS AND APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 12. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary $- for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 13. The provisions of this Act shall 
take effect on September 1, 1970, except that 
sections 3, 10, 11 and 12 shall become ef
fective on the date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill I introduced this morning may 
be referred to the Committee on Com
merce, and after it has completed action 
on the bill, that it be referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. JAVITS. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, reserving the right to object, I shall 
not object in this instance because the 
Parliamentarian is out of the Chamber, 
and is, therefore, not here to advise me 
as to whether or not the Pastore rule 
began operating at 9:30, when the Senate 
first went into session this morning fol
lowing the recess, or will begin operat
ing at the close of the address of the 
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON). 
Therefore, I shall not object in this 
instance. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object-and I shall not
is there no provision for a morning hour 
this morning? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen
ator is correct. The Senate did not ad
journ yesterday at the close of the day, 
b:.1t recessed instead. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. There is no such provision for a 
morning hour this morning. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the 
courtesy of the assistant majority leader 
and the assistant minority leader. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I say 
again, Mr. President, I can make no ex
ceptions, while I am on the floor, to the 
operation of the Pastore rule. I feel 
honor bound not to make any exception 
or show any partiality, regardless of 
who the Senator may be. Otherwise, the 
rule cannot be made to work. But in this 
instance, I am not sure as to what my 
rights are under the Pastore rule; and 
that being the case, I am not going 
to object. 

Moreover, the Senato:· from Califor
nia <Mr. CRANSTON) who was to be rec
ognized under the previous order is not 
in the Chamber at this time. Therefore, 
I do not object to the request of the 
distinguished Senator for 4 minutes. 

LAOS-THE SECRET WAR 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, with 

the current interest directed at what the 
administration has repeatedly called 
"recent initiatives" by the North Viet
namese and Pathet Lao in the Plain of 
Jars, I think it worthwhile to look back 
to what was going on in Laos last Sep
tember. 

The full story of this period and the 
whole history of fighting in Laos is con
tained in testimony taken by the Sub
committee on United States Security 
Agreements and Commitments Abroad 
of the Foreign Relations Committee. Un
fortunately the administration has seen 
fit neither to discuss fully with the Amer
ican people U.S. involvement in that 
country and the reasons for it, nor to 
permit release of the transcript of these 
hearings which contain that information. 

Recognizing the basic responsibility to 
respect the security classification at
tached to this material as it was given to 
us, the subcommittee has not published 
that information, formally or informally. 

Unfortunately, as Senators we have 
responsibilities to the American people, 
and in this instance it is important to 
note an article published last September 
in the Bangkok Post by Mr. T. D. Allman, 
a reporter who has covered the Laotian 
war for some time and who was one of 
the three reporters recently arrested in 
Laos. I would note particularly his dis
cussion of U.S. activities in Laos last fall 
and his analysis that: 

Early this month {September), following 
U.S.-La.otian planning sessions at Long 
Cheng, U.S. bombers, gunships, heUcopters, 
light aircraft, and Laotian soldiers began 
the largest and politically most 1mporta.nt 
joint operation in the recent history of the 
Laotian war. 

Taking advantage of the Communists' over
extended position, the joint U.S.-Laotian 
force swept into the lightly defended Plain 
of Jars, bringing the grou:r:J. war to the Plain 
for the first time in more than five years. 
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And his conclusion that: 
With the offensive, the U.S. policy of re

stricted bombing 1n northeast Laos, and 
m ore importantly, the policy of restra.ining 
t he Laotian government foroes from over
extending themselves. largely went by the 
board. 

Sadly, his prediction-
Few non-Laotian Vientiane observers ex

pect these major and unexpected victories to 
last. As soon as the Communists can regroup, 
most observers feel they will sweep back onto 
the Plain and reverse their losses along 
Route 9-

Appears to be borne out by recent 
events. 

The American people deserve to have 
the facts on this growing war situation. 
The policy that hides these facts behind 
the cloak of secrecy can only compound 
the difiicult problem we already face. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcORD an article entitled 
"The Laotian Pendulum Swings To and 
Fro," written by T. D. Allmon and pub
lished in the Bangkok, Thailand, Post 
of September 26, 1969. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follgws: 
THE LAOTIAN PENDULUM SWINGS To AND FRO 

(By T. D. Allman) 
In March of this year, taking advantage of 

their steadily improving system of roads and 
trails, the Communists massed more than 
five battalions around Na Khang, the supply 
centre for Samneua Province. In less than 
twenty four hours this force routed a govern
ment contingent from Na Khang and its cru
cial airfield. The Communists were appar
ently even able to bring forward anti-aircraft 
guns for the attack, because a U.S. jet was 
shot down during the fighting. With Na 
Khang suddenly lost, the Government's 
tenuous hold on Samneua Province evapo
rated. 

In response, the U.S. increased its bomb
ing effort in northeast Laos to its present 
level of about 300 sorties a day. Depending 
on your point of view, the North Viet
namese by attacking Na Khang, or the U.S. 
by increasing the bombing, had set in mo
tion an escalatory chain of events. 

U.S. bombs could not put the Laotians 
back in Na Khang. The main question was 
whether the intensified air attacks could 
forestall further communist advances. Sig
nificantly, certain restraints still existed on 
U.S. bombing. The Khang Khai area and 
most of the Plain of Jars were still spared. 
It also appears that until recently U.S. bomb
ers tried not to hit coolie trains, on the 
grounds that the coolies were innocent, and 
perhaps friendly, civilians. 

The accelerated US bombing, however, 
failed to halt a persistent but gradual com
munist advance. By May, it appeared likely 
that the North Vietnamese would follow up 
their capture of Na Khang with a successful 
assault on Muong Soul, a much more im
portant base northwest of the Plain of Jars. 

The result of the threat to Muong Soui 
was still another decision which raised the 
level of violence in northeast Laos. For the 
first time, US officials complied with long
..standing Laotian requests for bombing and 
logistics support for an unprecedented 
foray into communist territory near the Plain 
of Jars. Such requests in the past had always 
been vetoed because of their implicitly esca
latory nature. 

In May, in a daring diversionary attack, 
US bombers leveled the the town of Xieng 
Khouang, southeast of the Plain. Laotian 
troops then moved in, fanned out into nearby 
valleys and even, for a short time pushed 
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onto the southeast rim of the still sacro
sanct Plain of Jars. 

The ploy for a time seemed to succeed. 
Pressure on Muong Soui eased as the Com
munists laboriously shuttled an estimated 
eight combat battalions from the Muong 
Soui area toward Xieng Khouangville. Just 
as the communist counter-offensive assumed 
its full force, the Laotions staged a tactical 
retreat in US aircraft. The rains had begun. 
It appeared that Muong Soul had been 
saved, and the stalemate in northeast Laos 
had been preserved for another year. The 
price had been the destruction of the most 
populous communist-controlled town in 
northeast Laos and a definite acceleration 
of the US war effort there. 

The ploy failed. At the end of June, over
reaching themselves, the Communists seized 
Muong Soul anyway. They also briefl.y oc
cupied a strategic road junction, Sala Phou 
Khoun, on the road between Vientiane and 
Luang Prabang and later successfully at
tacked a weak government position south
west of Muong Soui. It was obvious that, 
unlike in previous years, the main North 
Vietnamese force would not pull back into 
North Vietnam for the rainy season but re
main in Laos and try to press its advantage. 
Vientiane observers feared another commu
nist push, this time toward Vang Vieng, 
the last major progovernment neutralist 
stronghold. 

Again the spiral of escalation had taken 
another swing. Was the North Vietnamese 
decision not to pull back this year the cause, 
or was the cause the unprecedented foray 
against Muong Soui? The two events seemed 
intertwined beyond analysis. 

What is now fatally apparent is that the 
situation of late June and early July prompt
ed still another-and much more serious
acceleration of the fighting. Early this month, 
following US-Laotian planning sessions at 
Long Cheng, US bombers, gunships, heli
copters, light aircraft and Laotian soldiers 
began the largest and politically most im
portant joint operation in the recent history 
of the Laotian war. 

Taking advantage of the Communists' 
over-extended position, the joint US-Laotian 
force swept into the lightly defended Plain 
of Jars, bringing the ground war to the Plain 
for the first time in more than five years. 
They captured the entire Plain in less than 
two weeks, capping their victories with the 
occupation of Khang Khal, until the attack 
the site of a Chinese diplomatic mi.ssion. 

With the offensive, the US policy of re
stricted bombing in northeast Laos, and 
more importantly, the policy of restraining 
the Laotian government forces from over
extending themselves, largely went by the 
board. Simultaneously, in Central Laos, 
American-backed Laotian units pushed east 
along Route 9 toward the Ho Chi Minh 
trail, in an area where there had been no 
communist offensive for more than a year. 
They captured the town of Muong Phine, 
and an unprecedented veil of official se
crecy supported incorrect reports that the 
Laotian force had even reached Sepone, a 
long-held communist town right on the Ho 
Chi Minh trail. 

Few non-Laotian Vientiane observers ex
pect these major and unexpected victories 
to last. As soon as the Communists can re
group, most observers feel they will sweep 
back onto the Plain and reverse their losses 
along Route 9. The major question, there
fore , is whether or not the risk of provoking 
a communist counter-escalation was out
weighed by the obvious havoc the thrusts 
wrecked on present communist military 
plans. 

At t he moment it is impossible to predict 
the communist reaction, no more than it 
would have been possible to predict two 
months ago such an unparallelled US
Laotian response to the fall of Muong Soui. 

But the lesson of the Laos war so far has 
been that escalatory gestures designed to 

forestall anticipated defeats ultimately re
sult in even greater set-backs. 

In 1966, US-backed Laotian forces pushed 
the Pathet Lao out of Nam Bac in North Laos, 
an area they traditionally had dominated. 
Two years later the Pathet Lao, with North 
Viet namese assistance, returned to deal the 
government forces a great psychological and 
material defeat. In 1967, the US tried to set 
up a system of strategic hamlets in the 
Sedone Valley in South Laos. The programm e 
was designed to deprive the Ho Chi Minh trail 
of Laot ian r ice supplies. In response th~ 
Communists surrounded Saravane and moved 
into the Sedone Valley in force. An area of 
marginal government influence was denied to 
the Government altogether. The increased 
US bombing in northeast Laos this year did 
not prevent communist advances toward 
Muong Soui. The Xieng Khouangville attack 
did not prevent the ultimate fall of Muong 
SouL 

Various options for escalation stlll exist on 
both sides. It seems likely that at least some 
of those options will be used. North Vietnam 
can-but has not yet--sent in significant 
numbers of new troops. US B52. bombers are 
not yet free to roam beyond the Ho Chi Minh 
trail. Although several US officers and CIA 
agents have been killed in the Laos fighting 
this year, it seems impossible that the US 
will send significant numbers of its troops to 
fight in Laos. 

Few officials in Vientiane have even been 
willing to admit that the Plain of Jars and 
Route 9 offensive have been under way. But 
the secrecy, if anything, has served to in
crease concern about the ultimate implica
tions of the attacks for hopes of peace in 
Laos. Those who were willing to discuss the 
situation have taken pains to denigrate the 
significance of the offensives. The Plain of 
Jars offensive has been downplayed as a 
"raid" or a "diversionary exercise." 

But a military action which results in the 
abandonment of several important restraints 
on the US military role in Laos, which re
sults in the capture of most of the main com
munist-held towns of northeast Laos is 
bound to have serious effects on the future 
pattern of fighting in Laos. 

The events of the coming months in north
east Laos should be predictably distressing. 
The pendulum may well swing back, this 
time with a correspondingly increased force. 
The events in central Laos along Route 9 
may prove illuminating as well as distressing. 

For more than a year an unofficial stand
down has resulted in relative peace for Sa
vannakhet Province. The Communists made 
no effort to push beyond Muong Phalane, 
the most advanced government-held town. 
The government forces held their ground but 
did not push on towards Muong Phine. "The 
Communists seem content to sit back guard
ing the trail; the government controls most 
of the rest of the province," a Vientiane offi
cial said only a few days before the present 
government offensive there began. 

Doubt lessly, the Communists will try to 
re-take Muong Phine. Should they push on 
toward Muong Phalane, and beyond to Dong 
Rene, it will become once more apparent that 
the dialectic of reciprocal escalation has fur
t her postponed hopes for any sort of a work
able Laot ian peace. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I also ask unani
mous consent that an unusually percep
tive article by James Reston in the New 
York Times this morning, entitled "The 
Hidden War in Laos," be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON: THE HIDDEN WAR IN LAOS 
(By James Reston) 

WASHINGTON, February 26.-In his defini
tive foreign policy speech of last Nov. 3, Pres-
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ident Nixon said: "I believe that one of the 
reasons for the deep division about Vietnam 
is that many Americans have lost confidence 
in what the Government has told them about 
our policy. The American people cannot and 
should not be asked to support a policy which 
involves the overriding issues of war and 
peace unless they know the truth about that 
policy." 

Well, you can say that again a.bout Presi
dent Nixon and his policy in Laos. He has 
withheld the truth about important U.S. mil
itary operations in that country. As he is 
de-escalating the war in Vietnam and claim
ing a lot of credit for it, he is escalating the 
war in Laos and not releasing the facts 
about it. 

The result is that the President and the 
United States Senate are now arguing about 
U.S. military actions well known to the en
emy in Laos but officially withheld from the 
American people. In fact, State and Defense 
Department officials have testified in execu
tive session about what our "advisers" and 
airmen are doing there, but they have 
claimed executive privilege on this testimony 
and have refused to release it to the public. 

All the Nixon Administration has conceded 
publicly is that it has certain "advisers" in 
Laos and has authorized high-level bombing 
of part of the enemy's supply trail that runs 
from North Vietnam through Laos :.nto South 
Vietnam. 

In addition to these high-level bombing 
raids, however, U.S. airmen have been flying 
fighter support missions for the Laotian Army 
in the Plaine des Jarre.s and even closer to the 
North Vietnamese and Chinese borders; 
training the Meo mountain tribesmen to fight 
the North Vietnamese and the Laotian Com
munists; and according to some Senators, 
concealing the identity of the American mili
tary assistance by transferring regular armed 
services personnel to the Central Intelligence 
Agency, and assigning military supply mis
sions to nonmilitary U.S. private airlines. 

GOLDWATER'S CANDOR 

It should be noted that a great deal of in
formation about U.S. military action there 
has been printed, much of it by Henry Kamm 
of The New York Times. The main issue is 
not so much about the facts , but about the 
right of the Administration to try to conceal 
the facts even after its own officials have 
confirmed them in private Congressional 
hearings. 

Here, for example, is an exchange between 
Senator Barry Goldwater of Arizona and 
Senator Stuart Symington of Missouri in the 
Senate on Feb. 25: 

Goldwater: Does the Senator mean that 
the United States has troops in combat in 
Laos? 

Symington: It depends on a definition. 
Goldwater: I mean Americans engaged in 

fighting on the ground. 
Symington: I am not in a position to an

swer any questions ... in open session at 
this time ... because the transcript has not 
been released as yet on any meaningful 
basis .... 

Goldwater: The reason I ask is that it has 
not been any secret that we have been flying 
fighter-support missions in support of the 
Laotian army up on the Plaine des Jarres. 
The Senator, I know, has known about that 
for a long time. If the information is classi
fied, I will not press the point. . .• 

There was another sharp debate in an ex
ecutive meeting of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions committee today over the same issue 
of what information Senators have the right 
to request and what information the execu
tive branch has the right to withhold. Dur
ing a private interrogation of Dwight J. 
Porter, who has been nominated Ambassador 
to Korea, Chairman J. William Fulbright 
asked about the implications of deploying 
u.s. nuclear wapons in that part of the 
world. 

Ambassador Porter replied that he had 
been instructed not to discuss this question 
even with members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee in secret session. Senator Ful
bright observed that in 25 years he had never 
had such a reply during a confirmation hear
ing and demanded to know who had so in
structed the Ambassador. All Mr. Porter 
would say was that he had been instructed 
"on higher authority." 

THE CONSTITUT IONAL QUESTION 

What is happening, in short, is precisely 
what President Nixon himself warned against 
in his Nov. 3 speech. Members of the Senate 
are losing confidence in what the Govern
ment is telling them about Laos; members of 
the press on the scene are being condemned 
for reporting what they see, and the Presi
dent and the Foreign Relations Committee 
are getting into a nasty confrontation over 
the constitutional question of what infor
mation can be withheld, released, or sup
pressed. 

" The American people cannot and should 
not be asked to support a policy which in
volves the overriding issues of war and peace" 
the President said, "unless they know the 
truth about that policy." Maybe they should 
not, but they are in Laos, and the President 
knows it. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I also ask unani
mous consent that an editorial in the 
Wall Street Journal of this morning, 
"Laos and the Nixon Doctrine," be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LAOS AND THE NIXON DOCTRINE 

The B- 52 bombings on the Plain of Jars look 
ominously like a sharp wrench toward all-out 
involvement in the fighting there, but let us 
all hope that appearances deceive. While the 
inevitable overtones make the episode hard 
to appraise, it may help some to sort out the 
quest ions of tactical wisdom from those of 
strategic doctrine. 

Tactical questions are especially hard to 
consider from half-way around the world, 
but we certainly do wonder precisely What 
these bombings are supposed to accomplish. 
Obviously they did not stiffen the Laotian 
forces enough to hold off the Communists, 
and we doubt that any realistic observer 
would have expected that result. Probably 
they did destroy supplies the Communists 
could have used in further advances, but 
there's reason to question that they had 
any such advances in mind in the first place. 
They and the Laotian government have been 
fighting back and forth on that plain for 
years, with no decisive repercussions else
where. 

One would hope that by now the military 
command would realize that such bombings 
are bound to excite both the North Vietnam
ese and the Senate, and also that, espe
cially in murky Southeast Asia, it's often best 
to leave bad enough alone. Perhaps there 
is a more cogent rationale than at first ap
pears, but perhaps on the other hand these 
lessons simply have not been absorbed even 
yet. 

On a strategic level our worries about the 
bombings are of another sort. The rationale 
seems to us reasonably clear, but there is 
one huge caveat. That is, that the Nixon doc
trine means what it says, and that the Nixon 
Administration can stick to it in the crunch. 
The worries arise from lack of total confi
dence in this untested qualification. 

The Nixon doctrine does not pledge us to 
forswear any attempt to resist Communist 
military expansion. Rather, the heart of it is 
that we will provide what aid we can to 
nations trying to resist, but that initial aid 
does not imply an open-ended commitment 
to salvage the situation come what may. 

Our troubles in Vietnam do not arise from 
our initial cominitment there, but from our 
allowing that commitment to become open
ended. The United States did and does have 
a certain national interest in seeing the 
Communist "war of liberation" fail in South 
Vietnam. But that interest was not and is 
not an overriding one to be pursued re
gardless of cost. 

Our policy-makers lost that distinction 
somewhere along the line--in our opinion 
most importantly when they overthrew the 
host government and thereby assumed a 
special responsibility for whatever followed, 
and when they started sending ground troops 
without listening to the generals telling 
them how many troops would really be 
needed. Thus the costs, particularly in ero
sion of the consensus basis for all American 
politics, have outweighed any conceivable 
gain. Getting the costs back in line with the 
actual interest involved is what Vietnamiza
tion is about in Vietnam, and what the 
Nixon doctrine is about elsewhere. 

As this applies to Laos, our interests in 
preserving a non-Communist government are 
scarcely overriding ones, certainly not ones 
that would justify the costs of sending 
ground units. Given the domestic feelings at 
home, the logistical problems in such diffi
cult terrain and the proven tlimsiness of the 
Laotian army, the costs would exceed even 
those of Vietnam. No policy-maker would 
knowingly pay them. The tragic danger is 
that under pressure of events they will slip 
into paying them without knowing it, as 
happened in Vietnam. 

At the same time, the United States does 
have a certain limited interest in Laos, not 
only in interdicting the Ho Chi Minh trail 
but in preventing a Communist take-over 
tha t would add to our strategic problems in 
South Vietnam and Thailand. Provided-al
ways provided-policy-makers do not get the 
idea this interest is open-ended, it would 
justify the costs involved in providing ma
terial aid and non-uniformed combat ad
visers. We can also conceive that it would 
be worth the costs of B-52 raids at a cer
tain time and under certain circumstances, 
though the tactical considerations give rea
son to wonder whether this was the time or 
these the circumstances. 

The Nixon doctrine tries to balance the 
strategic interests and costs, avoiding over
commitment without abandoning legitimate 
concern with smaller nations subject to 
Communist attack. As Laos proves, this is a 
difficult and highly worrisome balancing act. 
Carrying it off depends above all on Mr. 
Nixon and his advisers getting an iron grip 
on their own doctrine. 

For if the Nixon doctrine means anything 
at an, it means that taking one step does 
not in the least commit us to ta.ke the next. 
That if B-52 raids fail to salvage the situa
tion in Laos, that is reason to be wary of 
further investment, and absolutely not rea
son to try recouping the failure with still 
deeper involvement. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
will be glad to yield if--

Mr. JAVITS. It will just take a min
ute. 

Mr. President, I am a member of the 
Symington subcommittee. I think the 
Senator from Missouri has struck ex
actly the right note. The people have 
a right to know; this transcript must be 
released. I think it has been delayed in
ordinately long, and I hope very much 
we will take the necessary action in the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, of 
which I also have the honor to be a mem
ber, to demonstrate to the Nation and 
the world that, as a whole committee, we 
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insist on it. In this matter we are the 
attorneys of the American people, insist
ing upon their right to know what the 
executive branch is doing in Laos. 

Also, Mr. President, I hope very much 
that this will lend point to the desire 
which I have, and I think many share, to 
repeal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, 
which may be claimed to provide some 
generalized authorization for our ~ctivi
ties in the war in Laos, despite the con
trary effect and intent of the national 
commitments resolution and the recent 
amendment to the Defense appropria
tions bill prohibiting introduction of U.S. 
ground combat troops in Laos. 

Participation in a war, without dis
closing to the Congress or the American 
people that we are participating in such 
a war, and without receiving the au
thorization of Cogress to conduct such 
activities, is not a constitutional course 
of action under our system of govern
ment. We in the Senate have a special re
sponsibility for vigilance in this matter. 
We must not permit a new Vietnam to 
develop, that is a real danger with re
sp~ct to the situation in Laos. 

I thank my colleague for his extraor
dinarily tine leadership in this as in so 
many other matters. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
am very grateful to the able senior Sena
tor from New York for his typically gra
cious remarks. He is a valued member 
and a dedicated member of the subcom
mittee in question. 

I am glad he pointed out that in that 
subcommittee we are not partisan as to 
what should or should not be done. All 
we are doing is expressing our position 
that if this Nation is going to handle a 
war of this scope, then in accordance 
with what the President said on the 3d 
of November, the American people have 
the rtght to know the truth of that war. 
As a ranking member of the committee 
on the other side of the aisle observed in 
one of our sessions, unfortunately the 
American people cannot take the Hong 
Kong newspapers. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac

cordance with the previous order, the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON) 
is recognized for not to exceed 15 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I am now advlsed by the Parlia
mentarian-! want to say this for the 
RECORD, so that we will have something 
by which we might judge our actions in 
the future-that when the Senate goes 
into recess, technically, on the following 
calendar day, the unfinished business is 
before the Senate; but that when pre
vious orders have been granted, such as 
was the case this morning, one recogniz
ing the Senator from New York and one 
recognizing the Senator from California, 
this tolls the unfinished business from 
coming down until those orders are com
pleted, at which time paragraph 3 of rule 
8 becomes operative. 

So, in my own conscience, I have been 
able to square myself with the Pastore 

rule and at the same time accommodate 
the able and courteous Senator from 
Missouri for whom I have the highest 
respect. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the able assistant majority leader yield? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. U the 
Senator from California will yield. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. For a brief obser
vation. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
_Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, not 

being in the leadership-and I say that 
with complete respect and sincerity-it 
is difficult for us to know exactly what 
the plans are in the Senate for the next 
day. When some time besides noon is 
chosen for the Senate to meet, and when, 
as I did last night just before leaving the 
floor after the last vote, I asked what 
time we were going to meet today, I was 
told we would meet at 10 o'clock, and I 
was not told there would be no morning 
hour. Under these circumstances, it is 
extremely difficult for this Senator to 
arrange his ti.ID.e, especially when this 
time is subsequently changed. 

I would hope, ther~fore, especially as 
changing the normal time we shall meet, 
and changing it again, often occurs in 
the last few minutes of a session, some 
arrangement could be made whereby 
that information is made known at a 
reasonable time before the recess or ad
journment of the Senate; or at least iS 
made known immediately to the offices 
of the Senators involved. 

I have been around here for some 18 
years, and have trouble now in finding 
out when and on what basis I can make 
a short statement in the morning hour. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator from California 
again yield? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. May I 

say, with the greatest of respect, that 
on yesterday, before the close of busi
ness, the able majority leader stated that 
there would be no morninG" hour today, 
unless it were late in the day. So any 
Senator might have read that 1n the 
RECORD. I realize that every Senator, 
however, cannot read the RECORD every 
morning, especially when we meet so 
early as we did this morning. There are 
other things-committee meetings, 
meetings with constituents, telephone 
calls, and so forth. I am not saying this 
to place the blame on any Senator. But 
it was stated in the RECORD that there 
would be no morning hour. 

I recognize the difficulties tl:at are 
visited upon a Senator in circumstances 
such as those under which we are oper
ating. May I say, most respectfully, this 
might be one suggestion by which I 
could be helpful. If any Senator will 
call me at my home-he has my num
ber-or at my office in the evening-! 
am there until 9:30; or if he will call my 
office in the morning before we convene, 
or if he will call me on the floor, I will 
do everything I possibly can to accom
modate that Senator. I will fully inform 
him, to the best of my ability, as to 
what the situation is going to be, and I 
will tell him when the Pastore rule will 
be made nonoperative, and I will be 
helpful in getting unanimous consent 

requests and I will do anything else I 
can to assist him in accordance with 
the rules. 

I pride myself on being the general 
:flunky of the Senate, for Senators on 
both sides of the aisle. I love the Senate 
and I love the Senators. I am here every 
hour that the Senate is in session, or 
almost 99 percent of the time, I would 
say; and I realize that sometimes I do 
not gain any Brownie points when I 
have to invoke a standing rule of the 
Senate. But I know that all Senators 
reallY want the rules enforced. It may 
be a little inconvenient for them from 
time to time, but they want the rules 
enforced; and as long as I am the sec
retary of the conference, I am going to 
do my best to see that the rules are 
made to work as I learn more and more 
about the rules. My term runs out at 
the end of this year, and if Senators 
do not want to reelect me, they will not. 
I am available almost 24 hours a day, 
and a Senator can contact me at any 
time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. With all due re
spect to the able and distinguished Sen
ator from West Virginia, he is no flunky. 
He is the secretary of the conference, 
and he is an assistant leader, and ~1e is 
my valued friend; and I do not intend 
to call him up at 10 or 11 o'clock at 
night. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I wish 
the Senator would. He is a great Senator 
and he is my friend. And he is one of the 
most courtly, gracious, and understand
ing of all Senators. I wish he would call 
me at any hour. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would present at 
this time that on the next to the last 
page of yesterday's RECORD, which means 
just a very few minutes before adjourn
ment, the able and distinguished major
ity leader said that the Senate "stand in 
recess until 9:30 tomorrow morning, 
rather than the time of 10 a.m., previ
ously agreed to." 

I think that makes my point. 
I appreciate the courtesy of the secre

tary of the conference, the truly great 
and understanding Senator from West 
Virginia. Because of his efforts this year 
along with the rest of the leadership, the 
Senate has been functioning with un
usual dignity as well as efficiency. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, the able and gracious Senator has 
made his point; it is a good one, and he 
is quite correct. But I also want to read 
the RECORD, and it is as follows, on page 
5083. Mr. MANSFIELD said this, under 
the caption ''Order of Business Tomor
row": 

Mr. President, there will be no morning 
hour tomorrow for the conduct of morning 
business, unless it occurs late in the after
noon. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Mis
souri has made a valid point, and I think 
it might be a good idea if the leadership, 
at the end of each day, would recapitu
late just what the orders are for the fol
lowing day. That would accommodate 
every Senator, I think, upon reading the 
RECORD. Each Senator could read the 
RECORD at its close and find a sununation 
of the orders for the following day. J: am 
going to see if I can personally be help-
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ful in bringing that about to the best 
of my ability. 

I thank the Senator from Missouri, 
and I thank the Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I sug
gest that the distinguished secretary of 
the conference now ask unanimous con
sent that I still have 15 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, with my life, I would defend the 
right of the able Senator from Califor
nia to have his full 15 minutes; and I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that 
the Senator's time begin running now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

ATTACK ON SENATE CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 11959-VETERANS EDUCA
TION AND TRAINING ASSISTANCE 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, yes-

terday, a Member of the other body made 
some most unfortunate and uncharitable 
remarks about actions of the Senate con
ferees on H.R. 11959, the Veterans Edu
cation and Training Assistance Amend
ments Act of 1969, which is currently 
pending in conference. As chairman of 
the Senate conferees on this bill, I wish 
to respond to this gentleman's wholly un
warranted and counterproductive at
tack upon the integrity of the appointed 
representatives of this l;>ody. 

First of all, let the record speak for 
itself as to who is making political hay, 
as the gentleman accuses, over this bill. 
It is surely not I or, I am sure, any other 
Senate conferee. Rather, the history of 
the Senate's consideration of this bill has 
been marked with a bipartisan spirit. 
Thus, the Subcommittee on Veterans' Af
fairs, as well as the full Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee, voted unanimously 
to report the bill to the Senate. And that 
body approved the committee recom
mendation in a 77-to-0 rollcall vote. 

I acknowledge, in all fairness, that the 
House originally passed its bill on August 
4, 1969, 80 days before the Senate passed 
a revised and substantially expanded 
version on October 23. Then, however, 
after waiting 7 weeks for action by the 
other body, the Senate on December 18-
moving with dispatch the very same day 
that the House rejected the crux of the 
Senate's October 23 bill-disagreed to the 
House amendment, requested a con
ference, and appointed its conferees. In 
doing so, the Senate was doing no more 
than affirming its overwhelming and 
unanimous earlier vote. I then imme
diately tried to arrange a conference with 
the other side to iron out our differences 
before adjournment of the first session. 
But this proved impossible. If the gentle
man had checked the RECORD of Decem
ber 19, he would have found that I fully 
explained all this in a :floor statement 
that day. 

Since then, the Senate conferees have 
been most anxious to get to the confer
ence table, for that is where the com
promises must be struck. No conference 
"remained blocked since December 18," 
as the gentleman has asserted, for the 
simple reason that the House agreed to 
a conference and appointed its conferees 
only on January 26, and then the Sen
ate conferees readily agreed to the first 

date proposed for the conference--Feb
ruary 5. 

Now where is the political hay in all 
that? What we on the Senate side have 
been saying all along is: Let us sit down 
and talk this out. But just as this gentle
man has manufactured his own story 
about the history of negotiations on this 
bill, so he has attributed to the Senate 
conferees the assertion that they would 
not compromise on this bill. As chair
man of the Senate conferees, I categori
cally deny that there was ever any such 
Senate statement, attitude, or intention. 
We have urged from the start, and con
tinue to urge, that we iron out our dis
agreements as quickly as possible. That 
is what the Senate charged us to do when 
it appointed us conferees. We have been 
fully faithful to our charge. 

It seems clear to me that it is this new 
self-appointed protector of veterans' in
terests who is plling on the political hay. 
And his partisan attack on this body's 
rectitude threatens to destroy the hope
ful progress that has been made over the 
last few weeks toward working out a 
fair and equitable resolution of our dif
ferences over this bill. 

For at the conference meeting on Feb
ruary 5, both sides, after explaining the 
bases for their .different approaches to 
the GI bill rate question, agreed that 
the two committee staffs should seek to 
ascertain certain disputed statistics, and 
should get together to work out or nar
row down as many as possible of the dif
ferences. There have followed numerous 
meetings and conversations, all amicable 
and highly conciliatory on both sides, 
between the staffs leading to many ten
tative ag1·eements and recommendations. 
The remarkably able and experienced 
staff directoo: of the House committee, 
and the very effective counsel for the 
Senate subcommittee, have cooperated 
with confidence and competence toward 
a meeting of the minds that may well 
prove acceptable by the conferees of both 
Houses and both political parties. Now all 
this excellent cooperation is threatened 
by this gentleman's attack. 

Of course, he probably does not know 
about all of this progress. And why 
should he? What is his record for serving 
the vital interests of our veterans? Is he 
a member of his body's Veterans' Com
mittee? No. Is he a conferee on this bill? 
No. Has he ever sponsored or even co
sponsored a veterans bill which has been 
passed by the House, let alone been en
acted? No. My research indicates that in 
his 3 years in the Congress he has intro
duced only two veterans bills, one in the 
90th Congress and one in the 91st Con
gress, both for the laudable but hardly 
substantively significant purpose of re
naming the VA cemetery in Houston. 
And I have been able to discover that he 
has cosponsored only one piece of veter
ans legislation, which was introduced in 
the 90th Congress, and on which hear
ings were never held. 

Where, in short, to borrow a legalism, 
is his standing to complain? His motiva
tion, however, seems plain: Political am
bition and opportunism at the possible 
expense of the Congress opportunity to 
resolve this bill for the benefit of our 
veterans who, we all agree, badly need 
and deserve a substantial GI bill rate 
increase. 

This reckless disregard of the facts is 
made even clearer when we place it in 
the context of the valiant efforts for vet
erans made by the two Texans who chair 
the committees involved in this confer
ence-Senator RALPH W. YARBOROUGH 
and Congressman OLIN E. TEAGUE. Al
though I am only newly involved in vet
erans work in the Congress, these two 
outstanding legislators have between 
them been laboring in this field for a 
combined period of more than three dec
ades. Through their great efforts and 
over the opposition of three successive 
Presidents, a post-Korean GI bill was 
finally enacted and signed into law in 
1966, and was then most effectively 
amended and expanded in both 1967 
and 1968. 

Chairman TEAGUE's long and great 
leadership in veterans' legislation is 
known to all veterans; as is Senator 
YARBOROUGH's, who served as chairman 
of the Veterans' Affairs Subcommittee of 
the Senate for 7 years, longer than has 
any other Senator. It would take me a 
great deal more time to chronicle all of 
the important veterans' legislation which 
has been enacted through their joint 
efforts. Yet, unless I misread my veterans' 
legislation history, I find nowhere men
tioned in its pages this self-appojnted 
Texan from Connecticut who is trying to 
sell a carpetbag full of wooden nutmegs 
at the expense of American veterans, who 
has hurled himself into a supposed fray, 
:flailing about at self-imagined windmills, 
and who is attempting to mount the 
white charger of veterans' service while 
that steed is ah·eady proceeding steadily 
down the track toward the finish. 

All this suggests only one possible out
come to his efforts: That his abortive at
tempt to mount UP-to jump belatedly 
on the veterans' bandwagon-will result 
in his falling quite fiat upon his face 
while two true Texans finish the race 
in grand fashion. 

I think that the clearest rebuttal to 
these outrageous charges ifi for all of us 
to redouble our efforts to resolve our dif
ferences as soon as possible and move the 
bill to the President for signature. 

ORDER IN THE SENATE 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, may I say, before the Senate pro
ceeds with the pending business, I antici
pate a difficult day today. We will have 
before the Senate an important bill, the 
HEW appropriation bill. Staff members 
of the Appropriations Committee will, 
of necessity, be on the :floor. Therefore, I 
would hope that other staff members not 
needed on the :floor would sit in the staff 
gallery in order to avoid so much com
motion and congestion on the :floor of the 
Senate. 

Some Senators will be involved in de
bate and will need a staff member with 
them. I am not questioning their right to 
that and am not suggesting that those 
staff members stay off the :floor. 

But if a staff member who comes to the 
floor knows that he is needed here, he 
can accommodate his Senator and the 
Senate by sitting in the staff gallery. I 
would hope that all staff members would 
place some restraint upon themselves to 
accommodate the Senate in this way. 

This is Friday. We came in early. We 
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hope to complete action ~m this bill so as 
not to have a session tomorrow. Thus, if 
we could have the cooperation of staffs 
and Senators, it would be greatly ap
preciated. 

When my staff member comes to the 
Chamber, I meet him outside the door. 
I do not let him sit in the Chamber. Of 
course, once in a while I am not con
scious immediately of his being here. I 
understand that all Senators need not 
follow my way of doing things, but most 
of the time I am conscious of the pres
ence of my staff being on the floor, and I 
try to keep them out of the Chamber as 
much as I possibly can. 

Having said that .. Mr. President, I want 
to compliment the members of the staffs 
of Senators. I have noted, in the past 
several days, particularly on my side of 
the aisle where I work most, that staff 
members have been sitting quietly in the 
seats at the rear of the Chamber. They 
have not been standing or walking 
around in the aisles and gettin& in the 
way of Senators. They have sat quietly 
in the seats. I want to compliment them. 

I also want to compliment the Ser
geant at Arms and his staff for reminding 
them to do this. 

I hope that the Sergeant a~ Arms, 
throughout the day, will keep the lobby 
clear of staff members except when they 
are seated there with their Senators; 
and, if they are going to be in the Cham
ber, I hope the Chair will instruct the 
Sergeant at Arms to keep them seated 
in the rear, or ask them to leave the 
Chamber, so that we can have better 
order and decorum in this Chamber, and 
so that we can proceed with our im
portant business as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RIBICOFF in the chair). The point Of the 
Senator from West Virginia is well taken. 
Unfortunately, there are few Senators in 
the Chamber at this moment to hear him, 
but I would hope that the Sergeant at 
Arms would heed the wise words of the 
Senator from West Virginia and that 
staff members come into the Chamber 
only to make known the wishes of their 
Senators, and that those staff members 
who are not absolutely essential to the 
work of the Senate seat themselves in the 
staff gallery. 

The Chair would order the Sergeant at 
Arms to so advise members of the staff 
during the remainder of today. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from West Virginia yield 
for an inquiry? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would hope that there would not be too 
much said, now that we are under control 
of the germaneness rule, so that we could, 
if possible, get on with the bill. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
should like the Senator from West Vir
ginia to yield to me for an inquiry. Do I 
correctly understand the Senator to say 
that he did not make a motion to exclude 
staff members today? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Oh, no. I 
did not. 

I state for the benefit of the majority 
leader, who was temporarily· off the floor 
when I made my statement, that I 

thought before we began our important 
business of this day, we ought to have 
some understanding that staff members 
would not create so much confusion and 
congestion on the floor, so that we might 
expedite Senate business. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATON, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 

lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business which the clerk will state. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. H.R. 15931, 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of Labor, and Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. COTTON. Is my understanding 
correct that, the pending business hav
ing been laid before the Senate, the first 
business would be the committee amend
ments to the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 
business is the committee amendments. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 

committee amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 61, after lme 8, insert a new sec

tion, as follows: 
"SEc. 411. From the amounts appropriated 

in this Act, exclusive of salaries and expenses 
of the Social Security Administration, activ
ities of the Railroad Retirement Board, oper
ations, maintenance, and capital outlay of 
the United States Soldiers' Home and pay
ments into the Social Security and Railroad 
Retirement trust funds, the total available 
for expenditure shall not exceed 98 per cen
tum of the total appropriations contained 
herein: Provided, That in the application 
of this limitation, no appropriation may be 
reduced by more than 15 per centum." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
bill, H.R. 15931, making appropriations 
for the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, as re
ported to the Senate by the Committee 
on Appropriations totals $19,381,920,200, 
which is the same as the House-passed 
bill, and $579,681,500 above the current 
appropriations request, submitted Feb
ruary 21. 

I must suggest that the current request 
was the last offer sent up from the execu
tive department in a letter to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives on Feb
ruary 2, 1970, after the veto, and the ad
ministration suggested how far Congress 
should go on many items. 

The House then proceeded to go over 
that third appropriation request or the 
last request. There have been some other 

informal discussions, requests, and many 
things said since then, but this is the 
only formal request we have before us. 

The House proceeded to go over that 
request by $579,681,500; and it is $365,-
233,000 under the amount enacted by 
Congress in H.R. 13111-the first HEW 
appropriation bill that was vetoed-and 
$773,794,500 over the fiscal year 1970 re
vised budget estimate. That is the so
called Nixon budget estimate that first 
came to Congress in April and May. This 
bill is now $153,616,400 over the amount 
of comparable appropriations for 1969. 

So the figures on this matter are now 
as follows: The bill totals $19,381,920,200. 
This is the House bill, which again is 
$579,681,500 over the current appropria
tion offer made by the President Feb
ruary 2, and which he said he would 
agree to, which, in turn, is $365,233,000 
under the amount enacted by Congress 
in the original bill that wa~ first vetoed; 
and it is $773 million over the President's 
first budget estimate, which he sent here 
in April of last year; and it is $153,-
616,000 over the amount that wa~ ap
propriated in 1969, under which the de
partments have been running under the 
continuing resolution up to now. 

The continuing resolution that we 
passed a month ago will expire tomorrow 
at midnight. We would have to pass a 
new continuing resolution or act ex
peditiously on the bill in a matter of 
2 or 3 days. The departments have told 
me that it does not make too much dif
ference if we did it in the middle of next 
week, because there is involved the pay
rolls of all of these departments, among 
other things. 

The bill as reported by the committee 
in the Senate contains one major change 
from the House passed b111-a new sec
tion, section 411, under title IV, General 
Provisions. The effect of this new lan
guage is to limit the overall expenditures 
in the bill by approximately $347 million 
under the amount included in the bill as 
reported to the Senate and passed by the 
House. This was ar. amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire. The effect of the committee 
language is to limit overall expenditures 
in the bill by approximately $347 million 
under the amount included in the bill as 
reported to the Senate and passed by the 
House. 

Section 411 places a limitation in the 
bill on the amount available for expend
iture of not to exceed 98 percent of the 
appropriations excepting three trust 
funds, social security, railroad retirement 
and-a minor item; not minor in im
portance but minor in dollars-the Sol
diers' Home. The total, therefore, subject 
to the 2-percent reduction is about $17,-
339 million. 

This amounts to the best we have been 
able to figure out. I know the Senator 
from New Hampshire will have these fig
ures. As I have said, the effect of the new 
language is to limit the overall expendi
tures in the bill by approximately $347 
million under the amount included in the 
bill as reported to the Senate and passed 
by the House. 

In committee the chairman moved to 
accept the House figures. The senator 
from New Hampshire moved his amend
ment, the so-called 2-percent amend
ment, and the committee voted on that; 
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so there was no vote on the House passed 
:figures. 

Since the bill as reported is $579 mil
lion over the President's alternative 
budget, a reduction of $347 million would 
still leave the bill at $232 million above 
the level proposed by the President on 
February 2 in his last offer of an alter
native budget. 

This is what confronts the Senate in 
money items on the matter of the so
called 2-percent amendment. The chair
man expects to move to put this in focus, 
to accept the House figures. Then, again, 
the Senator from New Hampshire could 
make the same objection or object to 
that and we would have a vote up or 
down on the 2-percent amendment oT 
the House figure. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. Before the Senator en

tered the Chamber the Senator from New 
Hampshire propounded a parliamentary 
inquiry and it was the ruling of the Chair 
that the committee amendment is the 
pending business, so it does not require a 
motion. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I see. If we are for 
the House figures we would vote against 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. COTI'ON. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. It would just re

verse the figure. 
Mr. COTTON. That is correct. It does 

not necessitate a motion by either the 
Senator from Washington or the Sena
tor from New Hampshire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
New Hampshire heard these figures, and 
I think they are accurate. 

Mr. COTTON. I will say to the Sena
tor that they are accurate according to 
the calculations not only of the Senator 
from New Hampshire but also the budget 
officer of HEW, that if the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Hamp
shire, and which is now pending, is 
adopted, it would increase the President's 
so-called compromise offer of February 2. 
by $347 million, but it leaves $232 mil
lion that the President will have to gpend 
over his compromise. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Over his last-Feb
ruary 2-altemative budget. 

Mr. COTTON. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 

have a general statement on the bill 
which I think should be placed in the 
REcORD, because I suppose no one knows 
better than does the distinguished oc
cupant of the chair <Mr. RIBICOFF) how 
complicated an HEW appropriation bill 
can be and how confusing it can be 
sometimes when changes of programs 
are constantly being made; such as~ for 
instance, when there is a shift of re
sponsibility of departments; as when 
the OEO, for instance, is responsible for 
the money for the job-training program 
which is administered by the Department 
of Labor; or the Headstart program, 
the money for which comes from one 
agency but is administered by another. 
There are a number of confusing pro
grams. For some of them we understand 
the reasons. Some of them are new or 
untried. Some of them are subject to a 
great number of changes, particularly 
when a new administration wishes to 
try a new approach. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. CoTTON) and I must honestly and 
frankly say that sometimes we had a 
little trouble keeping up, figurewise and 
moneyWise, with just what was going on. 

As a matter of fact, we did not have 
authorizations for many programs. A 
part of the bill is over $2. billion for OEO. 
We did not have an authorization for 
OEO until late November. That part of 
the budget was sent up by the Bureau 
of the Budget itself on November 17. 
That did a great deal to cause some of 
the difficulty we are in today. 

But, as already noted, the difference 
between this bill-that is, the bill sent 
to the Senate by the House-and the 
President's current recommendations of 
February 2, again discussed just now by 
the Senator from New Hampshire and 
myself, is $579,681,500, which amounts to 
about a 2.92-percent increase over the 
President's recommendations on Febru
ary 2. It is approximately 2.84 percent 
of the total bill, and includes the Depart
ment of Labor. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
New Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON), which is 
now pending, would deal with 2 percent. 
So the 0.92 percent is still in the bill, 
regardless of the amendment. 

Of the $579 million increase, $480 
million is in the Office of Education; $45 
million in the National Institutes of 
Health; $38.5 million is in the health 
service and mental health administra
tion; $9.9 million in Social Rehabilitation 
Service; and $6 million in a somewhat 
new Bureau of Consumer Protection and 
Environmental Health Service. 

I hope there will now be no confusion 
about the particulars of this difference. I 
think Senators will find our committee 
report is very specific and shows the 1969 
level of fundings on two original budget 
estimates and the action of Congress on 
the original bill that was vetoed by the 
President. 

The administration alternatives are 
shown where applicable in the House and 
Senate allowances. 

The net difference of $579 million is 
important, and I would like to detail the 
specific items of the difference. I think 
they are significant, but I think they are 
also important because we do not want 
any misunderstanding about them, and 
the pending business before us. 

The $6 million for consumer protection 
and environmental health services in
volved air pollution control. That is with
in this section of HEW. The only dif
ference with the current administration 
request-and I want to keep the record 
straight on this-is in the alternative of 
$6 million for air pollution control. This 
$6 million had been added to the research 
and demonstration funds within there
search and demonstration allocations. 

The $45 million is for section 104 re
search. This increase would accelerate 
work in areas of developing new and 
improved methods for the prevention and 
control of air pollution resulting from 
the combustion of fuels. This is section 
104 of the Clean Air Act. 

This amendment was primarily spon
sored by Senators and Representatives 
whose States are involved in coal mining. 
Alabama would be one-West Virginia 
and Pennsylvania. We are trying to see 
if we cannot have a better way of clean-

ing up smoke coming from powerplants 
that use coal. I think it is a very impor
tant program. That is involved in the 
$6 million, because it was added by the 
Senate committee to the original House 
figures. The Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. BYRD), who is a member of the com
mittee, was the main sponsor of that 
amendment. We all agreed that it was 
very important that we should do this. 
It refers to solid wastes. What they learn 
can be used in many other ways through 
the country with respect to other sources 
of energy. 

Special emphasis would be placed on 
the following in this program: 

First. Research and development lead
ing to development of a low pollution 
automobile, including a supplementary 
incentive to stimulate industry to pro
duce such a low emission vehicle. 

This is a matter in which the Senator 
from Washington has been deeply inter
ested, because the Committee on Com
merce has been active in this field for 
some time. We have a bill pending, on 
which we held hearings. We were prac
tically unanimous in proposing that a 
beginning be made by directing that 
Government purchases of automobiles 
be guided by new standards for low 
emission vehicles. The Government, 
being the largest purchaser of automo
biles in the United States, this would be 
a pilot operation to get this program 
started. 

The Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
RIBICOFF), who is now in the chair, 
talked about this back when he was Gov
ernor of the State of Connecticut, and 
before he became Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

I must report that the manufacturers 
are at least making some starts in the 
development of low-emission automo
biles. The fuel people are working on 
fuels that would be nonlead and pro
duce less objectionable emissions. That 
is included in this amount and program. 

The reason for this is obvious. The 
automobile is the real vlllain in air pol
lution. There are various estimates, but 
the most conservative would be that 
from 63 percent to 70 percent of all air 
pollution in the United States comes 
from automobiles. 

Another portion of this increase is the 
further development of technology is in
volved in the control of pollutants emit
ted from stationary sources. These will 
be plants, which may include power
plants. In my part of the country, they 
would be pulp and paper mills, which 
emit a great deal of pollutants. Tech
nologically we know how to take care 
of that. It costs money, but we are doing 
it. The State pollution commission in my 
State is doing a good job, as also is Ore
gon, where they too have pulp and paper 
mills. The people in the industry them
selves are doing some of it. 

It would also include coal research 
projects. That is involved in the $6 mil
lion for air pollution control. 

I say it is involved because the amount 
of money for these projects was put in 
the bill after the original budget was 
sent to Congress. I do not know whether 
the $6 million will be the particular item 
to be cut, but the tendency is to cut items 
that were put in the bill last. This would 
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involve very important projects of re
search; $6.3 million is involved here. 

Again I reiterate that I do not know 
where those amounts would be cut if 
the Cotton amendment remains in the 
bill. It would be speculative. It would be 
up to the President of the United States. 

But if my experience is worth any
thing, I have always found that, where 
there are cuts, the cuts are usually 
zeroed in on things like this, that are 
put in last by the Congress. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Even if the cut were 

put on that, though, on the Cotton 
amendment, as I understand it, it could 
not exceed 15 percent of the $6.3 mil
lion? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. If 15 percent 
were cut out of the total for air pollu
tion control-if it were; as I say, I do 
not know-it would be $16,320,000. That 
would be the amount from the appro
priation of $108 million recommended by 
both the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is that total on one 
line item, or is it divided--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Air pollution con
trol is one line item. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. I would like to state at 

this point, for the information of the 
Senate, that I am authorized, on this 
matter of air pollution control, to say 
for the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare that his recommendation 
to the President would be that it be cut 
not more than $6 million. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; that is what I 
am speaking of. I think the Senator from 
New Hampshire and I and the Senator 
from Florida, as the members of the 
committee who are present in the Cham
ber, are again just speculating as to 
exactly what they would do, but I as
sume from experience that this would be 
correct. 

Now, on mental health, the alternative 
budget of the President was $354 million. 
The Senate committee recommendation 
was $360 million. I believe the House 
bill was in that amount also. 

In that particular case, if there were 
a 15-percent reduction, that total would 
be reduced by $54,045,000. I am not say
ing that that would be done; but assum
ing they cut $6,300,000 out of the :figure 
in health services and mental health ad
ministration, the increase that the Con
gress put in would support an additional 
21 new construction grants for commu
nity mental health centers. 

The development of these community 
facilities has been a significant factor, 
we think, in reducing the size of patient 
populations in the Nation's mental hos
pitals. All this has been a major advance 
in the treatment of the mentally ill. 

I am quite concerned, from experience, 
about this phase of our health program, 
because for years I have had the re
sponsibility of handling the independent 
offices appropriation bill, which in
cluded the Veterans' Administration ap
propriations. In that area, the cost for 

in-hospital care and outpatient care 
has constantly gone up. In the last 
budget, in-hospital care was over $1.2 
billion for the 182 veterans hospitals. 

For years, despite the money provided 
for research, we have found that every 
other bed in these hospitals is occupied 
by what we call an MP or a mental case. 
We are not making as much progress as 
we should; it has been on a plateau, and 
that is a startling :figure-every other 
bed. 

I mention the veterans hospitals in 
this connection because the same thing 
is true when we direct our attention to 
nonveterans hospitals and outpatient 
facilities. So there is a tremendous dollar 
cost, to say nothing of the disruption of 
family life, the suffering, and all the 
other social costs that go with an MP 
case. 

I believe it is essential that the mo
mentum developed by this program not 
be lost ; and it is hoped that this in
crease will maintain the pace. 

It should be noted that the President 
has agreed on our increaJSes carried in the 
previous bill in the related :field-which 
initiates a new grant program for com
munity alcoholism treatment and re
habilitation programs. That provides an 
increase of $4 million, making a total 
of $12 million in this bill for narcotics 
addiction and alcoholism community as
sistance. That :figure will support ap
proximately 23 new staffing grants for 
alcoholism treatment and rehabilitation 
programs. 

A great deal of this money is for grants 
in aid to help local authorities deal with 
the problem of alcoholism, and there 
have been some very remarkable ad
vances throughout the country by coun
ties that are responsible; where they 
might have the county jail filled with al
coholics, and no treatment, they have 
established, in many cases, what they 
call county farms where the alcoholics 
can be out in the open and receive treat
ment. This is what we are trying to 
achieve, even with private centers, in 
this particular program. The number of 
people involved is staggering. 

Proceeding to another item, hospital 
construction: Under the Hill-Burton 
Act, the recommendation is $82 million 
less than that in the previous bill, the 
one which the President vetoed, but $22 
million more than the current request 
of the administration. This new total 
that we have in the House bill, which 
we would like to sustain, will produce an 
estimated 4,820 beds and 15 new health 
centers--an increase of 1,855 beds and 
five health centers over the current re
quest. This is for new construction. 

For modernization, some 50 projects 
will provide 3,270 additional beds, an in
crease of 19 projects and 1,260 beds over 
the last current budget request. 

For long-term care facilities, an esti
mated 158 nursing homes and chronic 
disease projects will provide 8,920 beds
a decrease of 16 projects and 900 beds 
from the budget request; for diagnostic 
and treatment centers, an estimated 63 
projects; and for rehabilitation facili
ties, an estimated 26 projects. 

The emphasis of our recommendations 
is on the need for hospitals and public 
health centers, both new construction 

and modernization, although long-term 
care fadlities, within the total, received 
the largest single amount, $63 million. 

Locally, for the District of Columbia 
medical facilities, the $10 million for 
District of Columbia medical facilities 
is composed of and broken down into 
$3.5 million in grants and $6.5 million in 
loans to construct and modernize pri
vate, nonprofit medical facilities. That 
involves seven or eight hospitals in the 
District , all nonprofit, such as George
town, George Washington, the Children's 
Hospital, and Rogers Memorial Hospital. 
At the time of our hearings, five proj
ects were involved. Two were under con
struction at the Georgetown University 
Medical Center and George Washington 
University. Planning funds were needed 
for the Children's Hospital; construc
tion was ready to begin at Rogers Memo
rial Hospital and Casualty Hospital; and 
funds were needed to finish the planning 
and installation of an emergency gen
erator system at the Washington Hos
pital Center. 

A small amount-$75,000-would be 
allocated for the Cafritz Memorial Hos
pital, to plan a facility which it needs to 
increase outpatient services in the Ana
costia area. 

So this $10 million provides the second 
step in the orderly implementation of a 
program that will help overcome defi
ciencies in medical facilities here in the 
District of Columbia. It should not be 
confused with the $15 million provided in 
the second supplemental appropriation 
of last year. 

I recite the District of Columbia fa
cilities because we have charge of that. 
But I think this could be projected for 
probably any area of the United States; 
the ratio and the problem are about the 
same. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

First, I want to compliment the ad
ministration for accepting the Congres
sional increases in our previous bill for 
the Institutes of Cancer, Heart, Child 
Health and Human Development, Dental 
Research, and the new Eye Institute, and 
for direct institutional support for health 
professions schools. 

This is a most important item, and I 
need not recite the :figures. Everyone 
knows them and knows of the shortage of 
medically trained people, from doctors to 
laboratory assistants and nurses. We are 
short 50,000 doctors by any conservative 
estimate. I do not know how many den
tists we are short. If anyone within the 
sound of my voice does not believe we 
have a shortage of dentists, I suggest he 
try to get an appointment with a dentist 
and then not show up. He will be off the 
dentist's list. Sometimes that may not be 
a bad idea. I always think of reasons 
why I should not go to the dentist. There 
is a great shortage in that field, but the 
big shortage is in trained personnel to. do 
the things that the doctor or dentist 
should not need to do, and to do them 
well-laboratory assistants and all the 
other items that go with the delivery of 
health. 

We feel very strongly that the other 
constituent institutes of NIH are no less 
important to the health and future well
being of the American people than the 
perhaps somewhat more glamorous pro-
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grams for which increases are now ac
cepted in current requests. 

I should not say "glamorous"-more 
well-known, such as cancer, heart, and 
child health and human development. 
We have been working on cancer research 
now for many, many years. We are mak
ing some progress. I had the privilege of 
introducing the first bill to establish the 
first cancer institute, when I was a Mem
ber of the House, in 1938. That was 32 
years ago. We are making some progress, 
but not as much as we would like. We 
feel just as strongly about the other in
stitutes. 

Our new recommendations include a 
difference of $44,994,500 over the cur
rent requests. Some $33 million is with
in programs of the research institutes; 
$10.2 million is directly student loans 
under health manpower; $835,000 is for 
dental health, and $900,000 is for the 
Lister Hill Biomedical Communications 
Network. This has been set up in honor 
of the former chairman of this commit
tee, who, as Members of the Senate know, 
has done much in the field of health over 
the years. 

I will detiail the specific increases at 
NIH. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ARTHRITIS AND 
METABOLIC DISEASES, $8,666,000 

The additional $8.6 million for the In
stitute of Arthritis and Metabolic Dis
eases brings them to a level $2.4 above 
196~nd increases their funds less than 
2 percent over last year. 

With these funds an additional124 fel
lowships will be granted-and, like all 
NIH fellowships, these enable selected 
and highly motivated scientists to pre
pare themselves for academic careers as 
biomedical teachers and research work
ers, and thus determine largely the pro
duction of the teaching manpower in our 
Nation's health professions schools. You 
have to start with teachers before you can 
produce the manpower that is so sorely 
needed in this country. 

The increase will go far toward as
suring that established and new medical 
schools in our country will be able to 
turn out the increased number of phy
sicians we so sorely need. These fellow
ships do not take doctors away from the 
practice of medicine. 

Training grants will be increased by 
at least 27 awards, helping to develop 
academic clinical specialists who will be 
tomorrow's research workers and teach
ers--and who also will train health pro
fessions students in the delivery of up
to-date health care for our citizens. 

One million dollars of this-this may 
be a small amount in a $19 billion bill
is for the artificial kidney program. 

I need not tell any Senators present
the Senator from Michigan <Mr. GRIF
FIN) or the Senator from Connecticut 
<Mr. RIBICOFF)-how important that is. 

I will say to the Senator from Michi
gan that this program happened to orig
inate with a doctor in Seattle, in the 
University of Washington and the Swed
ish Hospital Center. It is costly. In the 
beginning, the people would die unless 
they had these kidney machines. The 
cruel thing they had to do was to put 
the names in a. glass bottle and draw 
lots. and the lucky ones could live for 

years sometimes, with a kidney machine, 
and the others could not. 

We, of course, do not expect to fur
nish all the money for these programs. 
But the artificial kidney program is di
rectly involved with these machines, be
cause the artificial kidney would help 
those who could not afford trained per
sonnel, and that might be the alterna
tive. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I am trying to under

stand the Senator's point. Is 'he saying 
that the adoption of the Cotton amend
ment would automatically affect this 
kidney machine program? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. The whole mat
ter is $8,666,000, but it would be affected 
in the research of artificial kidneys 
which, in turn, is the alternative for the 
people who cannot afford the machines. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am trying to under
stand what the impact of our action here 
will be. Are funds for that program cut 
out of the bill reported by the committee 
of which the Senator is chairman, or is 
he saying it will be affected if the Cot
ton amendment is adopted? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We estimate that a 
million dollars would be affected. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. By which action? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. By the 2-percent 

cut. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. That is assuming that 

the President of the United States would 
choose to make his cuts in that area. Is 
that not correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. Be
cause he is going to take $8,666,000, as l 
understand. out of the Institute of Arth
litis and Metabolic Diseases. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Out of a total of what? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. We have the total 

here. 
Mr. COTTON. I mean the total of that 

particular appropriation. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. We have the total. 

He could not cut it over 15 percent. 
Mr. COTTON. I understand. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. It does not necessarily 

follow that the artificial kidney pro
gram--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. The Senator 
did give me that figure. 

There will be $1 million for the arti
ficial kidney program, another $1 mil
lion will expand and strengthen the clin
ical research center program on arthritis, 
And some $500,000 will move the pro
gram of clinical studies in Phoenix, 
Ariz.-among the Indian population
where unique opportunities for studies 
on diabetes and gallbladder diseases ex
ist-and this comes after several years of 
planning. 

I am merely indicating within the 2 
percent what will be cut out. I will com
pare notes with the Senator from New 
Hampshire if the 2 percent stays in. I 
will not be far off. I should not be off 
at all. 

Now the next item would be under the 
2 percent. If the Senator from Michigan 
is still confused, I am talking about what 
would happen under the 2 percent, not 
the full amount. 
NAT IONAL INSTITUTE OF NEUROLOGICAL DISEASES 

AND STROKE, $5,722,000 

About $4 million of this $5.7 increase 
will be for training grants and fellow
ships. 

This Institute is supporting most of 
the work being done in mongolism, 
stroke, and the disorders of human com
munications. 

They made the breakthrough in Park
insonism-with L-Dopa and they are 
working on research of viruses that may 
cause such chronic diseases as MS
multiple sclerosis-and other disorders 
of the central nervous system. I am sure 
that neither the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare nor the Presi
dent would touch this particular item, 
because of the great work that is being 
done out here at Georgetown by Dr. 
Coleman, with the new drug L-Dopa. 
They have made a breakthrough in this 
field on Parkinson's disease. We have a 
distinguished U.S. Senator who has bene
fited greatly from it just recently. 

Another study and major activity of 
this Institute is of drugs likely to be ef
fective for epilepsy and research on the 
early diagnosis and treatment of short 
epileptic attacks in children. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALLERGY AND 
INFECTIOUS DISEASES 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The whole tenor of 
my remarks is that, from exPerience, I 
am assuming that if the 2 percent is cut, 
this is where the cuts will be; and if this About $600,000 of this increase will 
is adopted, I think I can show the Sen- provide some 16 additional research 
a tor that I am not very far wrong. grant awards-and $500,000 will make 

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is a prediction that possible 46 more fellowship awards. 
the chairman is making. This is almost a 25-percent increase in 

Mr. MAGNUSON. we have the figures. the availability of trained professional 
We were informed of the figures only researches within the categorical inter
yesterday, as the Senator knows. ests of this Institute, if the home figure 

The total figure for the Institute of stays in. 
Arthritis and Metabolic Disease is $146 Many of us have heard about slow vi-
million. ruses and very little is known except that 

Mr. COTTON. $146 million? The Pres- they appear to be the causes for some 
ident proposes only to deduct $8.6 of the very worst of chronic and degen-
million. erative diseases. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. That is what he Considerable work is being done with 
said. slow viruses by this Institute, and a por-

Mr. COTTON. So that it will not wreck tion of the $1.3 million increase has been 
the program. allocated toward pushing this vital re-

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, no. I did not say search forward. 
that. I Said that Within the $8.6 million NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF GENERAL KEDICAL 

there will be $1 million cut out. I do not sciENcES, $10,35G,ooo 

think the Senator will dispute that figure The $10.3 million recommended in-
because that is what will happen. crease for NIGMS will allow $6.5 million 

Mr. COTTON. I am the one who gave - more for training grants and fellow-
you the figure. .. ships; $2.3 million more for 30 new re-
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search project grants, and some $1.5 
more for collaborative research and de
velopment. 

Running all through this-even 
though the 2 percent may sound like a 
small amount-are the cuts of grants 
and fellowships and loans. 

The increase will support 27 additional 
training projects and 300 new fellow
ships-with special emphasis in those 
areas closely related to teaching of med
ical students. If we have any crisis in 
America, it is the problem of delivery in 
medicine--that is, manpower, lack of 
people that know how to do this work. 
That goes all the way from doctors down 
to laboratory assistants. 

Under their program of collaborative 
research and development activities, 
the increase will support contracts for 
bioengineering, instrumentation devices 
and systems for use in prevention, diag
nosis, and treatment of disease, trauma, 
and other causes of disability-and for 
research and development of prototype 
instruments. This is a comparatively 
new field that we want to encourage
that is, the field of bioengineering. It has 
served a great purpose in artificial kid
ney machines and different problems 
that medical research have got to work 
hand in hand with engineers on in order 
to produce results. 

This Institute is the one most involved 
with the "hardware" of modem medi
cine--biomedical engineering-and I 
am especially interested in this aspect 
of their work and what has been ac
complished in recent ye'ars. I must say 
to the Senator from New Hampshire 
that he and I thought this money was 
well worth it. That is why we recom
mended it originally. 

But I do not want to minimize their 
important contributions in providing 
special training for prospective faculty 
members for health professions schools. 
In this manner they contribute to the 
improvement in quality as well as the 
quantity of medical education-and the 
development of more physicians and 
other personnel able to meet the great 
demands upon health manpower. 

GENERAL RESEAB.CH AND SERVICES, NIH, 
$6,960,000 

General research and services is the 
division of NIH which is responsible for 
the general clinical research centers pro
gram-which all of us remember hear
ing so much about from our people in 
our respective States-the animal re
sources program. which includes the pri
mate centers, and the special research 
resources program. 

The bulk of this increase of $6.9 million 
w1ll provide additional support for those 
general clinical research centers-there 
were some 93 of them around the Nation, 
and last year the NIH contribution to
ward their support provided for an esti
mated 240,000 patient-bed days. 

The increase provided herein would 
merely compensate for the rising costs of 
hospitalization and allow for the main
tenance of all93 centers. 

Support would be available for all 
of the approved beds, increasing the 
patient-bed daY's to 255.000-and estab
lishing a bed occupancy rate of 67 per
cent. 

HEALTH MANPOWER, $10,250,000 

A major deficiency in the original 
budget estimates sent to the Congress 
was in these programs of health man
power. And I want to compliment those 
in the Budget Bureau who allowed a por
tion of the congressional inereases to re
main. I am talking about the original 
revised budget which the President sent 
up last April on programs of health and 
manpower. 

Again, I want to compliment those in 
the Budget who allowed a proportion of 
the congressional increases to remain 
over this original budget. I refer to our 
previous bill that recommended an addi
tional $6.2 million in institutional sup
port. This remained in the current 
proposals. 

It is debatable, but perhaps we are 
"holding our own" in helping to meet 
the institutional support needs for all of 
these schools in the health professions, 
nursing, public health, and allied health 
professions. 

But it is obvious we are not keeping 
pace with the direct student assistance 
needs of all these professional schools. At 
the same time they are all striving to 
increase enrollments and help to meet 
the massive health manpower needs of 
our Nation. 

There is clearly a serious lack of loan 
funds for students in the health profes
sions and nursing. 

The original budget estimates, while 
$10 million less than our recommenda
tion, would have placed heavier emphasis 
upon scholarships. Last year, some 23,500 
scholarships were granted under these 
programs for nurses and health profes
sions students. Under our proposals, some 
24,200 scholarships can be granted this 
year. 

The original budget request and the 
current request, would cut back loan 
funds by almost one-third. This is a field 
that is so badly needed due to the lack of 
health manpower. 

Last year, approximately 52,000 loans 
were available and under our proposal 
about 48,700 will be available this year. 
So we are moving backward. 

This will meet 60 percent of the funds 
requested by health professions schools 
and 86 percent of the funds requested by 
nursing schools according to the director 
of this program at NIH. 

I wish we could meet 100 percent of the 
loan requirements of these students. We 
get paid back. They are needed, and the 
amounts are conservative. And it is the 
only way we can do something about the 
delivery of health care. 

Increasingly, the financial burdens of 
college have erected barriers to students 
from a majority of families in our Na
tion, and our concern for this is reflected 
in our attention to all student financial 
aid programs. 

But in the health professions and nurs
ing, we must not price out quallfied stu
dents. I do not know what it costs today 
for a person to go through medical 
school Without some kind of determina
tion, I would think a conservative esti
mate would be at least $5,000 a year. Ob
viously, a person has to come from a 
higher income family or have some as
sistance to do that. 

There are so many qualified people 

who could not afford this amount of 
money. What we are trying to do is to 
give a modicum of money for this pur
pose. 

The demands for adm1ssion to these 
professional schools far exceeds the 
places available. It would be a tragedy, I 
believe, to add to any admission proce
dures the requirement of personal wealth. 

Our efforts to meet the critical health 
manpower needs of our Nation must 
combine increasing the enrollment po
tential of these schools with keeping the 
doors open to every qualified student, 
regardless of his income. 

Our recommendations will help to keep 
those doors open. 

I need not say much about this in
crease--we all know the shortages of 
dentists is acute everyWhere. 

This $835,000 will help to support pro
grams of this Institute that is not only 
helping to train more dentists, but ex
expand the capabilities of individual 
dentists to treat people by supplying an 
increasing number of highly qualified 
dental auxiliary personnel. 

Under the buildings and facilities 
account at NIH we have recommended 
an increase of $900,000. And this is ear
marked for the planning of the Lister 
Hill National Center for Biomedical 
Communications. This is a new program. 
The committee was unanimous on this 
matter. I do not think the 2 percent 
would affect it one way or the other. 

Ultimately, this Center will be an 
annex to the present National Library of 
Medicine. 

With the increasing accumulation of 
knowledge about medicine and related 
health subjects, and the state of the art
we are becoming increasingly bogged 
down in getting the new knowledge out 
to the practicing physician. 

Some dramatic experiments are now 
underway, under other programs, that 
are proving the practical value of new 
communications systems-especially in 
rural areas. 

We can agree that it is wise, at this 
time. to delay actual construction of this 
Biomedical Communications Center-but 
we must not wait to plan, and prepare 
for that day we tum the first dirt. This 
modest amount will allow planning to 
continue, and it is sorely needed. 

Now we come to the real important 
item moneywise. The Office of Education 
contains the bulk of our increases over 
the current proposals of the President
some $480 million-and for elementary 
and secondary education, the net in
crease is $177,975,000. 

The bulk of our increases here over 
the current proposals-again, the Feb
ruary 2 proposal of the President-is 
some $480 million. And for elementary 
and secondary school education the net 
increase is the $177 million I mentioned. 
A lot of this total came to us as a result 
of a House vote on the floor of the House. 

First, for educationally deprived chil
dren-title I of ESEA-an increase of 
$145.9 million is proposed. 

This is the same as the increase pro
posed in our previous bill. It would mean 
$18.48 for each of the estimated 7.5 mil
lion ehildren served by this program. 

And this increase would bring the to-
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tal for each child served by the title I 
program to $176.83. 

Both bodies increase the bilingual ed
ucation funds. We have recommended 
$25 million for these projects in bilingual 
education for children who have limited 
English-speaking ability. 

I was utterly amazed at the number 
of schoolchildren who were in that cate
gory. It is hard to realize how many are 
involved, Spanish-speaking and others. 
$25 million is the same level previously 
adopted by the Senate. It is $15 million 
over the current requests--again, the 
last report from the President that he 
would accept--and this would support 
the 76 existing projects and help to ini
tiate about 90 new projects. 

A lot of this is to train teachers to 
handle the youngsters who have this 
problem. It is a bilingual program. It 
goes back to what our educators and all 
of us have been talking about for a long 
time-the lack of reading ability of 
youngsters in school today. 

With this program, local education 
agencies will be better able to serve ap
proximately 5 million children who have 
a non-English mother tongue. 

This is what surprises me. The figure is 
conservative. There are 5 million chil
dren who have a non-English mother 
tongue. It is amazing. 

This is a modest amount, even though 
the 2-percent figure is cut a little bit. 
This is only $15 million over the last 
offer. I do not know whether the Presi
dent would cut this or not. But I am 
hopeful that he will not if the so-called 
2-percent provision in the Cotton amend
ment remains in the bill. 

There are 5 million children who have 
a non-English mother tongue. 

Before I go into the original budget 
provision, I point out that I do not un
derstand how they arrived at this con
clusion. But, the original budget from 
the revised budget from the President 
and the 1969 budget was not too accu
rate. For library resources, they came up 
with zero. 

The lack of library resources in ele
mentary schools, junior high schools, 
and secondary schools is critical. All 
statistics show that this is one of the 
most important programs we have. 

Library resources, of course, would be 
maintained at the 1969 level of funding 
of $50 million. I think that amount is 
inadequate but it would be eliminated 
again by the current proposals of the 
administration, and I am referring to 
the February 2 proposal of the admin
istration. 

This program, even now with this small 
amount, serves over 40 million children 
and it helps local educational agencies 
purchase books and other library mate
rials. 

There is $17 million for guidance and 
counseling. That is the same as the 
amount approved by the House. These 
funds will help meet the need for career 
and academic guidance counselors, and 
people who assist in this field. This is an 
excellent matching grant that has 
proven highly successful. 

Also in elementary-secondary, the ad
ministration requested two increases. I 
compliment them for that. Here we are 
getting at priorities again. I do not know 
why we cannot afford this amount for 

all these worthy programs. But they did with us. We have to take a good long look 
request $10 million for dropout preven- at the formula that now exists for im
tion and $40 million more for supple- pacted aid. I think it should be changed 
mentary educational centers. but until that is done by legislation, and 

The House funded supplementary edu- as long as the school districts rely upon 
cational centers at $116 million, the same it and set their budgets by it, we have 
as the April request, but would not in- to adjust our budget to it. We have to 
crease dropout prevention above last continue to take care of our responsi
year's $5 million level-which will con- bility in seeing that the impacted aid 
tinue the current projects but not com- money is available. 
mence new ones. We reluctantly agreed Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
to that. Senator yield? 

In instructional equipment we are Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
talking about $43 million. We have sepa- Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on the 
rated out the matching program for in- subject the Senator was discussing, many 
structional equipment, to give this of us have made these statements about 
greater visibility and show our concern the formula for impacted aid for many 
that these funds be actually expended years. But I know the Senator will agree 
for the purposes for which appropriated. with me that there is nothing the Com-

In the previous bill we provided a total mittee on Appropriations can do about 
of $78 million, with $30 million for minor that formula. We need to do it in a 
repairs and remodeling, which has been rather circuitous route by way of limita
eliminated from this appropriation. We tion, which I do not think is the proper 
reduced this equipment account by $5 way to do it. The proper legislative com
million. mittee will have to get at this problem 

Therefore, all of the $43,740,000 will go and hold hearings so that the facts can 
for matching grants to meet the new be brought out and a decision made as 
equipment needs of schools and class- to what the future of this program is 
rooms. going to be. 

Technology today offers limitless op- Mr. MAGNUSON. Because it surely is 
portunities for improvement in class- needed in cases where literally there is 
room instruction. This involves the al- an impacted area. 
most unbelievable wise use of closed cir- Mr. ALLOTT. I agree wholeheartedly 
cuit television in schools and language with the Senator. 
laboratories, the use of various media for Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, will the 
individualized instruction, and things of Senator yield? 
that nature that are now found to be Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
useful in modern schools. Unfortunately, Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I want to 
the initial acquisition of such equipment say to the Senator from Washington that 
can be prohibitively expensive for too I agree heartily that Congress has to 
many schools, especially those which make its mind up about the future of 
could benefit most from this form of the impacted aid program. We go 
assistance. through this exercise every year. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Senator yield? Mr. SPONG. In addition to that, there 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. is another fact. If we are to continue 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I would this program, as well as other educa

like to commend the Senator, and I am tiona! programs, we have to give more 
glad to hear his statement about in- credence to advanced funding than we 
structional equipment. I never have been have because these school divisions are 
able to understand why we keep decreas- not able to plan properly for the future 
ing that program and increasing similar or know what they can do with funds 
programs under title I of the Elementary available if they have no idea how much 
and Secondary Education Act where they are going to receive or when they 
there are no matching funds; and the are going to receive it. 
Federal Government pays all of the cost. Mr. MAGNUSON. And whether or not 
This program is valued so much in the formula might be changed for them. 
schools. The last Johnson budget cut out Mr. SPONG. That is correct. 
this item entirely, and the last Nixon Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, with 
budget cut out this item entirely. We all due respect to the Governors of our 
have been able to keep $78 million. The States-! have been here and had some 
House and the Senate got in the $43,- meetings with them-many of the State 
743,000, and if the Cotton amendment is offi.cials from Governors on down con
adopted, it will mean that amount will sider impacted aid, I say to my friend 
be increased by $6.5 million, which from Virginia, as a payment by the Fed
leaves $37 million. eral Government in lieu of taxes; and 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amount would therefore, that we should continue even 
still be $37 million. under a broader formula because they 

The Senator and I know they snatch get the money free and clear of any 
up these grants, and, Mr. President, I restraint. They consider it a payment 
agree with the Senator wholeheartedly back to the States for school districts 
that they scrounge around in the poor in lieu of taxes. 
school districts to get one dollar's worth That is not the way to do it. Someone 
for a dollar spent when they have 50 per- might come up here and lobby while the 
cent of their own money involved. Governors are here about working out 

Mr. President, now we come to prob- · some sharing of revenues. I think we 
ably the most controversial and largest should meet that issue head on. It should 
item we are talking about here money- not come through in this way, in an ap
wise, impacted aid, Public Law 874. I propriations bill, but here it is. 
want to say at the outset that I hope the Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
administration does pursue this matter Senator yield? 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I will yield ·in just a 

minute. I want to say to Sene,tors that 
I am a little embarrassed about impacted 
aid because I am the one who started it. 
I did not think it would run into what 
it did, when it became permanent in 
the Korean war. We started a well-known 
dam in our area called Grand Coulee. It 
was built in a place where they could 
not have raised $10 because all there was 
in that area was sagebrush and Indians. 
All of a sudden 6,000 or 7,000 workers 
showed up with a lot of youngsters. So 
we started a program to have the Fed
eral Government help the school dis
tricts, but I did not think it would be 
permanent. It was made permanent in 
the Korean war, I believe. 

Mr. SPONG. I do not think the Senator 
from Washi.ngton need apologize for the 
impacted aid program. Many places in 
Virginia and throughout the Nation need 
it and have benefited from it; but we have 
to stop going through this exercise every 
year on the Senate floor about impacted 
aid and make up our minds about it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield now to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, after the 
Senator completes his remarks, I hope, 
in a brief statement that will not take 
more that 10 minutes, to make a rather 
important announcement on behalf of 
the administration and HEW that I am 
authorized to make. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very well 
Mr. COTTON. In view of the fact that 

impacted aid is being discussed right now 
and there are a number of Senators here, 
I will anticipate it to this extent. I shall 
state that I am authorized not only by 
HEW but by the White House to indicate 
that if the Cotton amendment is adopted, 
not one cent will be taken from the im
pacted aid appropriated in this bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
that is the word we get. I do not get any 
such word. Nobody talks to the chairman 
of the committee about this bill. 

Mr. COTTON. The Senator from Wash
ington did not go down there and ask 
for it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; I spent the 
early part of the evening with the gen
tleman the Senator from New Hampshire 
talked with. But nobody talks with the 
chairman about it. It is all right, but it 
is my responsibility and our responsi
bility. The Senator from New Hampshire 
has done a yeoman job in trying to ferret 
out some of these things, and I appreci
ate it. 

To show the confusion in the impacted 
aid program, the President, in the origi
nal budget he sent to Congress, provided 
for $202 million, which was a great deal 
under the 1969 amount. Then the House 
made it $600 million. When the bill came 
to the Senate, we added $60 million on 
the floor. So when we went to confer
ence, it became $660 million as against 
$600 million, compared with the amount 
of $202 million sent up by the Budget. 
That item and the item for Hill-Burton 
construction comprised the bulk of the 
increase for HEW. 

Then when we got to conference, the 
Senator from New Hampsire and I, to 
get the bill moving, agreed to the House 
figure of $600 million. Then the Presi
dent, in his veto message, said it was 

much too high; but, he said, "In order to 
satisfy you people · up there and the 
Members of the House and everybody 
else who thinks this is such an impor
tant program, I will agree to $440 mil
lion." 

The House committee thought that 
was not too bad. They did not like it, but 
the President said he would veto it if it 
was any more. 

Now he has proposed an increase of 
$238 million. I do not know why. They 
did not have more hearings in the 
Budget. I guess they decided it was the 
better part of discretion in dealing with 
the Congress in this matter. 

Then when the bill came to the floor 
of the House, that did not satisfy the 
House Members. They added $80 million. 

I suppose the President said-! get this 
only in a roundabout way-that if he had 
blanket authority to cut, he would have 
cut the $80 million, as I understand it. 

Now with the 2-percent provision, I do 
not know what that would amount to; 
but the Senator from New Hampshire 
has informed the Senate that if the blll 
gets to the White House, even if the 2-
percent provision is in there, the Presi
dent will not touch impacted aid. 

That is the long, tortuous. history of 
impacted aid. 

We have been dealing with some pretty 
big figures. When it is said that someone 
is against the bill because it is inflation
ary and then starts dealing with these 
figures, I do not think inflation becomes 
much of a part of it. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Will the Senator re

fresh my recollection? Was not impacted 
aid singled out by the President as being 
one of the most compelling reasons for 
his highly publicized veto of the HEW 
bill? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. He was inclined 
to suggest that if there was any place 
where anything could be done, it would 
be in impacted aid. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I want to see the rules 
changed by legislation, but I have said I 
wanted to keep our impacted aid until 
we could change the rules, because it is 
the only money that goes into the school 
districts of this country without strings 
attached to it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not mean the 
money, but the theory of it, the way the 
formula is working out. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Did not the President, 
in his televised veto message, go so far 
as to point out the gross excesses in the 
impacted aid program, specifically point
ing to "the richest county in the United 
States"-Montgomery County, Md.
where so many Federal employees live, 
including Members of the Senate, in
cluding myself, and where public schools 
receive $6 million in impacted aid be
cause of the residence of so many Fed
eral employees? Did not the President 
mention that in his televised message? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. This is what the 
President said: 

Nearly $400 million of the HEW increase 
would be for grants to schools in federally
impacted areas. In 1968, this program paid 
$5.8 million to the Nation's richest county 

(which had a population of 500,000) and a 
total of $3.2 million to the 100 poorest coun
ties (with a combined population of over 3 
million). 

Mr. EAGLETON. Do I correctly under .. 
stand that under the Cotton amendment 
the President could cut, if he so desired, 
as much as 15 percent of the total im
pacted-aid figure of $520 million? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; it is possible 
that he could cut $78 million. 

Mr. EAGLETON. From the impacted
aid program? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Washington yield? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CO'ITON. Of course it is possible. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. That is the question 

the Senator from Missouri asked me. 
Mr. CO'ITON. I simply wanted to say. 

and make it clear, that I have not said 
that the President would sign the bill; 
I do not know. I am not authorized to 
say that he will sign the bill. All I am 
authorized to say is that if this amend
ment is adopted, and if he exercises his 
discretion-his "2 percent discretion" 
subject to the 15-pet·cent limitation, we 
have his assurance that he will not touch 
the impacted aid program, because he re
alizes, I suppose, how much it means to 
us who represent our constituents here. 
I think Senators can rely on the Presi
dent's word. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I should like to in
quire a bit further of the Senator from 
Washington. 

Bearing in mind what has been an
nounced by the Senator from New 
Hampshire, I am having difficulty fol
lowing the consistency or the logic of 
the President's rationale. Perhaps the 
Senator from Washington can help me 
through this maze. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, I do not think 
I can. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I wish the Senator 
would try to give me some help. The 
President's original impacted aid rec
ommendation was $202 million. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Originally, it was 
$202 million-plus. 

Mr. EAGLETON. $202,167,000? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Later, as the con

troversy developed, the President finally 
decided that $440 million could be jus
tified or tolerated for impacted aid? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. EAGLETON. In point of time, did 

that figure of $440 million emerge be
fore or after the President's television 
address to the Nation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. After it, I think. 
Mr. EAGLETON. I think the Senator 

from Washington is correct; it came af
ter the television address to the Nation. 

Now, as I understand, the final figure 
is $520 million. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. EAGLETON. A difference, roughly, 

of $80 million? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. EAGLETON. So if we apply the 

15-percent Cotton formula-the maxi
mum 15 percent-the President could, 
if he so desired, cut the present $520 
million figure back to the preceding 
figure of $440 million? 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. He could cut back 

$78 million; that is possible. 
But now we hear today from the Sen

ator from New Hampshire that the 
President now--

Is not going to do it all. 
Mr. EAGLETON. We now hear from 

the Senator from New Hampshire that 
the President will not touch this item 
one penny? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. EAGLETON. This item of impact

ed aid at a level of $520 million has now 
become sacred. Can the Senator from 
Washington explain to me how an item 
that was purported to be the single most 
controversial item calling in January for 
a veto of this bill, and the item that was 
pointed out on national television with 
particular reference to "the richest 
county in the United States," Mont
gomery County, Md., in the month 
of January, has now, in late February, 
become sacred and untouchable? How 
has the sinister evil of January become 
the sacred cow of February? Does the 
Senator have any explanation for that? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, if the 

Senator will yield, it has not become un
touchable, because I would like to remind 
the Senator that the President may veto 
the whole thing, and that would certainly 
affect the impacted area funds. 

As a practical matter, let me say that 
I think the President has been consistent 
throughout. He wanted the A funds, 
which go to those living on reservations, 
to be kept intact. He wanted to take 
away or reduce substantially the B 
funds, involving areas where the people 
either buy homes or rent homes and pay 
taxes in the various communities. 

I doubt if there is a Member of the 
House of Representatives or the Senate 
who does not recognize that impacted 
area funds are being administered under 
an outmoded formula, and that the for
mula should be improved; and it is no 
crime for the President of the United 
States to have the same feeling. 

But we have the practical proposition 
that the Cotton amendment constitutes 
an overall reduction of $347 million; and 
if, in response to some of our solicita
tions, the President has seen fit to say 
that if he applies the cut, he will not 
apply it to this fund that is so essential 
to Congress, I think it is perfectly ap
parent that it would be out of respect 
and deference to the Members of Con
gress. And let me add, he has not even 
said he will sign the bill. I hope that, 
with my amendment, he will. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a brief further 
observation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I think the Senator 

from New Hampshire has put the matter 
in perspective very well. There are two 
branches of Government involved in the 
law-making process, the legislative 
branch and the executive branch. I do 
not think that the President ought to be 
criticized because he is not inflexible. I 
do not think he likes the formula of the 
impacted aid program any better today 
than he did when he delivered his veto 
message. I think he is still critical of the 
fact that twice as much money goes into 
the Montgomery County area, the 

wealthiest county of the United States, 
as goes into the 100 poorest counties of 
the United States. 

At the same time, I think he is trying 
to be realistic, and trying to recognize 
that legislation is a process of compro
mise, and he is trying to accommodate 
the fact that there are a good many in 
the Senate and in the House of Repre
sentatives who do not agree with him. 
He has gone a long way here, it seems to 
me, in trying to reach a middle ground. 

So I think, if anything, that the legis
lative branch ought to commend him for 
that, rather than be critical. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. I beg to disagree with 

the Senator from Michigan and the Sen
ator from New Hampshire. The Senator 
from New Hampshire said that the 
President had been "completely consist
ent" on this question of impacted aid. 
With all due respect to both the Pres
ident of the United States and the Sen
ator from New Hampshire, I think the 
President has been completely incon
sistent on the question of impacted 
aid. 

The President cannot get away from 
the figures as we have them before us. 
In his budget recommendation, he rec
ommended $202 million for impacted aid. 

Just a few weeks ago, in the art of 
"compromise," to use the word of the 
Senator from Michigan, the President 
presumably thought the figure ought to 
be $400 million. Presumably, in the hap
PY effort to get along with everybody, 
he could suffer another $238 million in
crement in impacted aid, after telling 
the Nation that impacted aid was one of 
the most persuasive reason for his veto
ing the bill originally. 

Now, a few weeks later, the figure 
the President will agree to is $520 mil
lion. I think the recitation of these fig
ures-first $202 million, next $440 mil
lion, now $520 million proves the gross 
inconsistency of the President's position. 
If the Senate is to adopt the Cotton 
formula-which I hope it will not-! can
not understand how the President of the 
United States could tell the Senator from 
New Hampshire that he would not touch 
this program one iota. Under the Cot
ton 15-percent formula, the President 
could cut the impacted aid program by 
$78 million. 

Yet now this is a program which the 
President will not touch. He will not 
try to get anywhere close to the $440 
million he thought was satisfactory a 
couple of weeks ago; and apparently he 
has long since forgotten about his orig
inal budget recommendation of $202 mil
lion. 

To me this case history which I have 
just recited is anything but consistent. 
I say it is horrendously inconsistent. 

Finally, let me make it clear that I do 
not view impacted aid as the evil which 
President Nixon and Secretary Finch 
seem on occasion to view it. Personally, 
despite some objectionable features, I be
lieve it definitely does more good than 
ill. 

I do object-and strenuously so--to 
the horrendously inconsistent way in 
which impacted aid has been used by the 
Nixon administration as a whipping boy 

on one occasion and lalter as a bargain
ing pawn. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield me 1 
minute? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. I would like to say to 

my friend from Missouri, for whom I 
have formed a high regard since his 
coming to the Senate, that I sincerely 
hope, as times goes on, after he has spent 
here the years that some of the rest of 
us have, he will be able to go through his 
distinguished career in the Senate with
out compromising, and without swallow
ing anything that he does not want to 
swallow; that he will never have the ma
jority leader of the other party come in 
and say, "can't you yield a little bit on 
this, in the interests of our program," 
and that he will be able to defy every
one and show his complete independ
ence. 

But knowing him, and knowing that 
he is a practical and able young man, I 
predict that eventually he will find, as he 
says here, that he, too, will not be above 
compromise. 

If the President of the United States 
is willing, in deference to the urging of 
some of us in the legislative branch, to 
forego what he sincerely believes-and 
I think anyone who studies the matter, 
however badly he wants the impacted 
area funds, knows a new formula is 
needed-if that be treason, make the 
most of it. 

As for the Cotton amendment, which 
the Senator has expressed the hope will 
not be adopted, the longer we hold up 
this bill and the appropriations for all 
the humanitarian things in this bill, the 
nearer we come to the end of this fiscal 
year-and there are only 4 months left
the more disservice we render to our con
stituents and to the people of this coun
try. My amendment is simply offered in 
the hope that we dispose of this bill, get 
it signed, and get the money to work be
fore the year has gone by, for the causes 
in this bill. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I will 
be glad to yield, but I should like to com
plete my statement. 

I hope the Senator will not take lit
erally the Senator from New Hampshire's 
advice, because I have found that the 
longer I have been here, the less I want 
to compromise. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I commend the Sen
ator from Washington. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I finj 
that the compromise takes care of itself 
as you stick to your guns, but there are 
times when you have to do this to get 
going. 

I want to refer to something that the 
Senator from New Hampshire brought 
out, and I thoroughly agree with him 
about the bill and the timing. But little is 
said about the fact that up to now all 
these programs are going at the same 
level as last year. As a matter of fact, 
with respect to many of them, there was 
much more money in last year's program 
than there will be in this one, even after 
the compromises. 

The suggestion I have heard many 
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times coming out of statements from the 
administration that "well, there are only 
4 or 5 months left and we couldn't spend 
this whole amount, anyway," is mislead-
ing. 

As a matter of fact, if you appropriate 
$1 million and you spend $750,000 under 
a continuing resolution, no one in the 
world will suggest that you spend more 
than $250,000. 

This program, whenever the bill is 
passed, is for the rest of the year, divided 
by the number of days. Nobody suggests 
that the whole amount of impacted aid, 
let us say, should be spent in the next 
3 months. That is a misleading state
ment, and it has been done many times. 
I have been in Congress during the ad
ministrations of six Presidents, and 
sometimes bills are late. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to 
finish my statement. 

They deduct what they spend under 
the continuing resolution from the ap
propriation they get for that fiscal year. 
That is common practice. I just want to 
get that clear. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOT!'. The implication of the 

Senator's statement is that some -: us 
who are on the floor have been making 
such statements. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. 
Mr. ALLOTT. I do not like those state

ments. I have never made any. I have 
never heard the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire make such a state
ment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator mis
understood. I said statements from the 
administration, and I will be specific-
from the Budget Bureau. I started out, 
if the Senator listened--

Mr. ALLOTT. I listened to the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I never said "we" or 

''us" at all. I said "statements by the 
administration." To be very specific, I 
will say the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I have never heard them 
make such statements. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator has 
not? 

Mr. ALLOT!'. No. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I can get the Senator 

about five or six a week, if he wants me 
to go back-on that phase. They say: 

We don't need x number of dollars, because 
the year has gone by so long, it's too short 
a time to spend it. 

Mr. ALLOTT. It has, but I have never 
heard anyone in the Bureau of the 
Budget contend that we were going to 
try to spend the amount in this bill be
tween now and June 30. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will go higher 
than the Bureau of the Budget-the 
PI'esident's statement. I have it here-we 
put it in the report, too-No. 4, quoting 
the President: 

Because of the lateness in the fiscal year, 
increases of this magnitude cannot be used 
e1fectively in many cases. 

Mr. ALI..tOTT. That is correct, but that 
does not say what the Se:1ator just said, 
that there is an implication that we are 

going to spend the entire amount be
tween now and June 30. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. They say there
verse. They say that they do not want 
to spend the entire amount because of 
the lateness in the year. They think it is 
too much to spend for these months. 
They say just the reverse. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. A prorated amount. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. It is somewhat mis

leading. In other words, the implication 
is that whatever is appropriated here 
they would have to spend during this 
fiscal year. They deduct from what they 
had spent. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. COTI'ON. This is a bigger bill 

than the 1969 bill. There are more items 
that are increased over 1968. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. COTTON. And in all those items 

that are increased, the difference be
tween the 1969 amount and the amount 
in this bill is growing. The people who 
would enjoy the benefit of this are los
ing that difference each month that goes 
by. Is that not correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the total is 
a relatively small amount over the 1969 
total. In some cases, the Senator from 
New Hampshire will recall they were 
under 1969 and some were over. I will 
get the totals. Anyway, we are talking 
about their spending one-twelfth. 

Mr. COTTON. If it had not been that 
we cut out the prefunding for 1971 by 
$1,226 million-if that is put back, the 
Senator will find that all the rest of 
the bill is well over 1969. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will get the figures. 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the Sen

ator yield? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. FONG. I believe the distinguished 

Senator said that nobody has been hurt 
by a continuing resolution. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. I meant that the 
money keeps coming-one-twelfth of 
what was appropriated last year. The 
problem with this is the uncertainty of 
the thing, not the money. 

Mr. FONG. I think it is more than that. 
I have received figures from the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
that if we continue on a continuing reso
lution, we will be working on a figure $550 
million less than the figure as pro
pounded by the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire. That is, if we do 
not adopt the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
and do not pass this bill, we will be work
ing under the continuing resolution, 
which will be $550 million less-in other 
words over half a billion dollars less
than was propounded by the Senator 
from New Hampshire. From that stand
point, we will be doing a great disservice 
to health programs and to educational 
programs. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No one wants to get 
this bill through faster than the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. FONG. I understand that the Sen
ator from Washington wants to get the 
bill through. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Many people have 
the impression that when you appro
priate any time after July 1, the amount 
of money for that fiscal year has to be 
spent from the time you appropriate it. 
I do not recall any year in which we have 
not had continuing resolutions in this 
body, for a long time. Sometimes they go 
2 or 3 months. But they deduct what 
they spend. 

Mr. FONG. Not as much as this bill 
has gone. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator was 
not then a Member of the Senate. I have 
been back here twice between Christmas 
and New Year's on appropriation bills
big ones. 

Mr. FONG. But not to pass a bill 4 
months before the fiscal year will expire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is because of 
the veto. We never had an appropria
tion bill vetoed before, either. 

Mr. FONG. We never had a situation 
such as this, in which we are trying to 
pass a bill 4 months before the fiscal 
year will expire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That i~ because of 
the veto. Many times we have enacted 
appropriations in November and De
cember. I will give the Senator a list. 

Mr. FONG. Not as late as this bill. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Why is this bill late? 

Because of the veto. 
Mr. FONG. No; because we sent it to 

the President very late. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. We have sent all 

kinds of bills to many Presidents late. 
Mr. FONG. And he had to veto it. If 

he vetoes this bill, we probably will not 
have a bill when the year is up, and then 
we will be working on a continuing res
olution and will be doing a great dis
service to the people under the health 
and education programs. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not disagree 
with the Senator on that. 

I was trying to point out that the ex
penditure of money, whenever you ap
propriate it, if you appropriate it on 
August 1, or December 1, or January 1, 
or February 28, was under continuing 
resolutions which were deducted from 
the amount finally appropriated for that 
fiscal year. 

Mr. FONG. That is very true. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. That is all I am try

ing to say. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to have printed in the RECORD, to 
show the reason for the delay, and be
cause the Senator from Hawaii blings out 
that there are many problems where the 
money is not obligated and it might be 
anticipated will be in the bill regardless 
of the veto, although we are not talking 
about the greater part of the bill, only 
the 3 percent, not the 97 percent which 
is anticipated, a table on what was obli
gated up to December 31, under which 
the Department is obligated, even though 
the appropliation has been there and the 
obligations are short of what they could 
have obligated. For instance, here is air 
pollution, $66 million. They have obli
gated only $10 million so there is $56 
million they could have gone ahead with. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH~ IDUCATION, AND WELFARE-1970 LABOR-HEW APPROPRIATION BILL SELECTED ITEMS OF INCREASE 

(Dollars in thousands) 

Fiscal year 1970 

Obligations 
as of 

Fiscal year 1970 

Obligations 
as of 

Revised Conference December Revised Conference December 
Agency /Appropriation/Activity budget agreement 31,1969 Agency/Appropriation/Activity b'Udget agreement 31, 1969 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION Construction of health, educational, research, and 
library facilities: 

FDA control: Regulatory compliance _________________ _ $29,674 $29,992 $14,287 Medical, dental, and related_____________________ $118,100 
Nursing ________________ ----------------------- 8, 000 

$133, 100 $8, 137 
10, 000 3, 502 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICE Medical library construction._---- ----- - --- ------------------
Health research facilities ___ ------------------------------ __ _ 

NIH direct construction ___ -------------------------- 1, 000 

950 ------------
5,000 ------------
1,900 ------------Air pollution control: Research development and 

demonstrations __________________________ --------- 52,328 66,428 10,389 OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

HEALTH SERVICES AND MENTAL HEALTH 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mental Health: 

Elementary and secondary education: 
Educationally deprived children •----------------- 21,226,000 
Bilingual education__________________ _____ ______ 10,000 

2'1,396, 975 1, 001, 506 
25,000 ------- ---- -

Construction of community mental health centers •-- 29, 200 
Alcohol ism community assistance ____________________________ _ 3~: ~~~ ============ 

Supplementary educational centers •-------------- 116,393 library resources •----- ____________________________________ _ 

~~~~~~c;ritc~~~s~~~~r ~~~~~~~\~~ ~- :==== == == ==== == ==== ==== = = = 

164, 876 58, 071 
50, 000 3 1, 760 
17, 000 I 2, 357 

Comprehensive health planning and services: t Formula 
grants to States (314d)----- --- ----- ---- ----------- 90,000 

Hill-Burton hospital construction grants •------------- - 150,000 
100, 000 29, 375 
254, 400 14,775 

School assistance in federally affected areas: Mainte-
nance and operation •----------------------------- 187,000 

78, 740 11, 000 

585, 000 72, 722 
District of Columbia medical facilities ___________________________ _ 10,000 ------------ Education professions development: 
Maternal and child health: Grants to States •------------------------------- 15,000 18, 250 3, 820 Dental health of children ______ ________ ____ _________________ _ 200 ------------ ~~~~~ii~~~¥~~:rfnfo-rmation======== =============-----~~~~~~- 88, 750 1, 619 

Training _______ __________________ ___ ----- --____ 9, 000 11, 200 5, 862 
Higher education: 

500 ------------

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH Construction, undergraduate facilities •--- ---- --------- ------- -
Student aid, direct loans •--- ---- ----- --- -------- 161,900 

33,000 ------------
229, 000 155, 922 

National Cancer Institute ___________________________ _ 
National Heart Institute ____________________________ _ 

180,725 
160, 513 

190, 362 
171,256 

67,419 
55, 874 

Vocational educations: 
Basic grants •----------------------------- ----- 234,216 
Consumer and homemaking education •-------- -- - 15, 000 

354, 716 116, 586 
20, 000 7, 574 National Institute of Dental Research _______________ _ _ 

National Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Diseases __ _ 
National Institute of Neurological Diseases and Stroke __ 
National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases ___ _ 
National Institute of General Medical Sciences ____ __ __ _ 

29,289 
137,668 
101,256 
102,389 
154,288 

30,644 
146,334 
106, 978 
103,694 
164,644 

9, 543 
53,569 
40,213 
39,686 
60,396 

Work-stud~ •---- _______________ ____ ________________ ------ __ 
Programs or students with special needs •------------- -------Research L ________________________________ ------ __________ _ 

libraries and community services: 
library services •- --- --- ---------------------- -- 23,209 

10, 000 ------------
40,000 ------------
34,000 ------------

40,709 7, 778 National Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment_ __ ------ __ ----------- ---- ------ --------- ---National Eye Institute ______________________________ _ 

General research and services _______________________ _ 

75,852 
23,685 
69,698 

76,949 
24,342 
76,658 

24,029 
8, 824 

44,365 

Construction of public libraries •---------------- --------- --- - -
College library resources________________________ 12,500 
Acquisition and cataloging by library of Congress__ 4, 500 
librarian training_________ ______________________ 4. 000 

9, 185 ------------
20,834 ------- ---- -
6,737 4, 500 
6, 833 ------- -----Health manpower: 

Educational broadcasting facilities________________ 4, 000 5, 083 1, 081 Institutional support: 
Medical, dental, and related ________________ _ 
Nursing _______ __ _____ _______ _____________ _ 
Public health ________________ --------- ____ _ 
Allied health professions ________ __ _________ _ 

101, 400 
7, 000 
9, 471 

10,988 

105,000 ------------
8,400 1, 646 

10, 071 5, 289 
11, 587 143 

Education tor the handicapped •-------- ------- ------- 85,850 
SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE 

Rehabilitation facilities ____ ________________ _____ _____ ___________ _ 
Mental retardation: Construction of community service 

100, 000 20, 071 

3, 500 -------- --- -

12,031 ------------
Student loans: 

Medical, dental, and related ________________ _ 
Nursing __ ----------- _____________________ _ 

15,000 
9, 610 

facilities ________ ____________ --------___ _____ _____ 8, 031 

GALLAUOET COLLEGE 
23, 781 15, 000 
16, 360 9, 610 

Dental health: 
Grants ________________________ ----- ___ ---- ___ _ 5,845 6, 739 569 

Salaries and expenses_______________________________ 4, 257 
Construction _______ ----- ____ -------- __ --------_____ 867 

4, 332 2, 053 
1, 106 74 

t Denotes so-called mandatory formula grant program. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. PELL. As the Senator knows, w.e 

passed the other day an authorization 
bill of a very substantial nature for edu
cation--

Mr. MAGNUSON. I believe it was $35.5 
billion. 

Mr. PELL. As the Senator will recall, 
he warned us all, most properly, that the 
full amount would not be appropriated, 
although he personally wished that it 
could be. But the original size of the 
authorization was a pretty good indica
tion of the will of the Senate and the 
will of the American people, not only in 
the size of the amount, but also by the 
fact that the vote was unanimous in 
favor of it, 85 or SO-whatever it was
to zero. 

Thus, I would hope that the amend
ment of the Senator from New Hamp
shire would be rejected. 

There is a much broader issue here. 
This I would ask of the Senator from 
Washington-who has been here longer 
than I have-if I am correct in saying 
that since World War II, my under
standing is that only twice has the Sen
ate or Congress seen fit to give the Pres
ident what amounted, really, to an item 
veto, something we have always been 
most reluctant to do. Once was in 1951, 
when Harry Truman got the authority to 
strike $550 million, and the second time 

2 Includes $1,010,814,300 appropriated in the 1969 bill. 

was in 1968 when this authority was 
given to President Johnson. 

I think that in both those cases the 
stage was set for a poor precedent. I 
would hope that not only would we 
realize that this amendment is ill ad
vised in its specifics-it is not a; great 
amount, 2 percent-but ev.en more ill 
advised by opening the door to what 
could become a precedent, the prospect 
that more and more we are going to ab
rogate our responsibilities and turn them 
over to the President, that we will in
creasingly let him bell the cat because 
we are not willing to do so. 

I would hope that when we vote on 
this question, we would consider the 
precedent problem as well as assume our 
responsibility on the question of the 
money itself. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in view of 
the earlier reference to the President's 
position with respect to the impacted 
aid program, I want to complete the 
RECORD here by calling attention to the 
fact that on yesterday the President sent 
a message to Congress calling for the 
reduction, termination, and restructur
ing of 57 programs which are now ob
solete. 

No. 1-there is a list of recommenda
tions-was reform of the impacted aid 
program. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD at this point 
that part of his message of yesterday 
which relates to that subject. 

3 State administration only. 

There being no objection, the ex
cerpt was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

1. I propose that we reform assistance to 
schools in Federally-impacted areas to meet 
more equitably the actuaL burden of FeaeraZ 
installations. 

In origin this progratn made good sense: 
Where a Federal installation such as an 
Army base existed in an area, and the chil
dren of the families living on that installa
tion went to a local school; and when the 
parents made no contribution to the tax 
base of the local school district. the Federal 
government agreed to reimburse the local 
district for the cost of educating the extra 
children. 

But this impacted aid program, in its 
twenty years of existence; has been twisted 
out of shape. No longer is it. limited to pay
ments to schools serving children of par
ents who live on Federal property; 70% of 
the Federal payments to schools are now for 
children of Federal employees who live off 
base and pay local property taxes. In addi
tion, the presence of a Federal installation 
(much sought-after by many communities) 
lifts the entire economy of a district. As a re
sult, additional school aid is poured into rela
tively wealthy communities, when much 
poorer communities have far greater need 
for assistance. 

One stark fact underscores this inequity: 
nearly twice as much Federal money goes 
into the nation's wealthiest county through 
this program as goes into the one hundred 
poorest counties combined. 

The new Impact Aid legislation will tighten 
eligibility requirements, eliminating pay
ments to districts where Federal impact is 
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small. As it reduces payments to the wealth
ier districts, it will reallocate funds to &e• 
cord more with the financial needs of eligi
ble districts. Children whose parents live on 
Federal property would be given greater 
weight than children whose parents only 
w ork on Federal property. 

While saving money for the nation's tax
payers, the new plan would direct Federal 
funds to the school districts in greatest 
need-considering bot h their income level 
and the Federal impact upon their schools. 

Reform of this program-which would 
make it fair once again to all the American 
people-would save $392 million in fiscal 
year 1971 appropriations. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator did th81t because I was, 
further on, going to mention it. We hope 
that we can all join and see what we can 
do with this matter. 

The program was never designed to 
equalize the rich or help the poor. It 
was not designed to help the school, 
either the small school, or the rural or 
city areas, but it was designed and de
pended upon where the particular chil
dren happened to be. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am glad the Senator 
recognizes that. I hope that we can get 
together and support the President's re
form legislS~tion in this area. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have advooated 
that for a long time. 

IMPACT AID-PUBLIC LAW 874, $80,400 ,000 

No educational aid program has suf
fered more abuse than the impacted 
areas aid program. 

Last year, on a comparable basis, the 
funding was $521 m1llion; in April, the 
President recommended $202 million; 
our previous conference bill contained 
$600 million; the current appropliation 
request is $440 m1llion; and we are rec
ommending $520,567 ,000-about $700 
thousand less than last year-the same 
as the House recommendation. 

This amount will provide local school 
distlicts 100 percent funding for section 
6, children-such as Indian children-
90 percent for the class "A" children
those who live on a Federal reservation, 
milirtary installation, and go to a local 
school-this is the same level of support 
as last year, and approximately 72 per
cent for the class "B" children-those 
whose parents work on a Federal reserva
tion or for the Government. 

The Presideillt has been highly critical 
of this progrem-but we cannot go back 
on our word to thousands of school dis
tricts 1-hat are depending upon these 
funds. 

This program was never designed to 
equalize the rich or help the poor-it is 
not for small schools or rural areas or 
the cities- it all depends upon where the 
particular children happen to be. It is 
a financial assist to local education 
agencies where an infiux of schoolchil
dren is caused by some Federal activity
to many, this is an in lieu of taxes pay
ment. 

EDUCATION PROFESSIONS DEVELOPMENT, 

$3,750,000 

Another grants-to-States program, this 
additional $3.7 million will enable the 
States to step up their recruitment and 
training programs for elementary and 
secondary teachers and teachers aides. 

These funds will allow such training 

for an additional 1,517 teachers and 
1 437 teacher aides, in some 90 projects. 
' These funds are allotted on the basis 

of public and plivate school enrollments 
and help to support the efforts of local 
communities which experience critical 
teacher shortages to attract persons into 
teaching and provide them through in
service training programs with the quali
fications necessary for a successful career 
in teaching. 

HIGHER EDUCATION, $100 ,100 ,000 

An additional $67.1 million has been 
provided for the NDEA direct student 
loan program. 

Last year, the average loan was $600 
and some 442,000 individual students re
ceived such loans. Under the administra
tion proposal, less than 398,()00 students 
could receive loans. 

With this additional funding this pro
gram will be able to assist an additional 
115,000 students-a total of over 513,000 
or 71,000 more than last year. 

It is claimed, by some, that the guar
anteed loan program is helping a greater 
number of students, but the evidence is 
meager and it is especially evident that 
increasing costs of education are hitting 
middle-income families. Compared to the 
needs for this program, expressed by the 
requests of colleges, universities, and 
vocational institutes this increase is very 
modest. 

our recommendation provides $33 mil
lion for construction grants to 4-year 
undergraduate facilities. This is a 
rna tching program and would finance the 
Federal share of 85 projects-at an 
average of $388,000 per grant. 

Construction of vitally needed facili
ties has been on dead center for too long. 
The administration holds forth the 
"hope" to such L11Stitutions of the much
heralded interest subsidy program for 
construction-yet, I am informed the De
partment has yet to issue guidelines fol 
this program-let alone authorize a sin· 
gle new start, that program ~as &uthor· 
ized in 1968-funded last spnng, and the 
administration has failed to move one 
brick or one shovel of dirt. 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, $44,500,000 

Vocational education is another area 
too long neglected. Voca·tional education, 
to my mind, is one of the most important 
parts of the whole bill, one of the most 
needed, and one of the most neglected. 

In 1968 Congress added amendments 
to the Vocational Education Act. I think 
they were long overdue. It is high time 
we fund these programs adequately. 

Of this increase in vocational educa
tion, $20 million would be for stude~ts 
with special needs. These are for chil
dren who have academic, socioeconomic, 
or other handicaps that prevent them 
from succeeding in regular vocational 
education programs. 

This program will zero in on those 
areas of high youth unemployment and 
school dropouts and would allow the local 
distlicts to move in immediately with 
programs for these young people in 
urban as well as rural areas. 

In this field, we are talking about $44 
million. But the President's alternative 
budget was $347 million. The recom
mendations of the committee was $391 
million. 

To get back to the original budget, we 
would have to cut $44 million. It is pos
sible, under the 15 percent proposal, that 
the President could cut $58 million out of 
this program. 

The administration allowed nothing 
for vocational education research-our 
recommendation is $17 million, just half 
of our previous bill. These funds will al
low the States to do special research in 
vocational education, including experi
mental, developmental, or pilot-projects, 
and the dissemination of information de
rived from these projects. The adminis
tration requested funds for educational 
research and experimentation-demon
stration schools. These funds for voca
tional education c.an prove the most val
uable investment we could make. 

Work study in vocational education is 
another program that the amninistra
tion did not fund-we recommend $5 
million-and this allowance will support 
approximately 25,000 students in work
study programs of vocational education. 
This is, again, a most valuable invest
ment in our youth. 

We come now to a somewhat new pro
gram, but very important. 

Consumer and homemaking education 
is the final program within vocational 
education for which we have provided an 
increase, and we have recommended $2.5 
million. 

This will support the training of at 
least 48,000 additional persons-and this 
program provides intensified consumer 
and nutrition education. 

The Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
SPARKMAN) submitted eloquent testi
mony for this program to our commit
tee. As he pointed out: 

Money spent to strengthen an institution 
so basic and so vital to our society as the 
home, will be returned to us manyfold in 
the form of reduced welfare programs, re
duced spending for penal programs, reduced 
waste resulting from crime and disorder, to 
say nothing of the savings brought about 
through intelligent and trained consumer 
spending. 

The administration had requested an 
additional $1,120,000 for curriculum de
velopment-over the $880,000 allowed by 
the House--but such activity in develop
ing special instructional matelials can 
be achieved under the research programs 
where we allowed $17 million, in other 
words, we would fold this program into 
the other program. 

We now get back to libraries proper 
and community services, not necessarily 
a school research program. 

Within these programs, only construc
tion of public libraries was totally ig
nored by the administration-and we 
have provided $9,185,000. 

We are talking about $31,172,000. The 
President's alternative budget was $117 
million. The committee recommendation 
was $148 million. And it is possible that 
under the so-called Cotton-Cooper 
amendment, that there will be a cut of 
$22 million from that. But the whole 
program we are dealing with is $31 mil
lion, because they have to add a little 
to that due to the fact that some of the 
programs are apparently not going to be 
cut 2 percent. 

This will support approximately 93 li
brary construction projects, on a match-
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ing basis with communities across the 
Nation. 

Along with the grants for public li
braries, which we have increased by $7.5 
million these two programs will bring 
new or expanded services to 85 million 
people, involve some 904 libraries in co
operative ventures to serve 8.6 million 
people, and will provide special services 
to $370,000 handicapped persons and 
patients and inmates in State institu
tions. This would also include braille for 
the blind. Part of the library funds would 
be for braille for the blind. 

We recommend increasing the college 
library resources program by $8.3 million. 
In 1968 institutions of higher education 
benefited from 2,111 basic grants under 
this program, which required matching; 
and 1,524 supplemental grants and 60 
special purpose grants. Approximately 
50 to 70 new colleges will open during the 
year and need instant libraries. 

These additional funds will support 104 
special purpose grants at an average of 
$80,000-again, these awards require 
matching by the local college, $1 for $3. 

Librarian training would receive an 
additional $2,833,000. If schools, colleges, 
and public libraries are to be adequately 
staffed with competent librarians, this 
special training program must be sup
ported. The recommended level of fund
ing is only about 80 percent of last year's 
support. 

The $2,237,000 addition for the acquisi
tion and cataloging program of the Li
brary of Congress will just enable the Li
brary to maintain the same personnel 
and work level as in fiscal 1969. 

This little program gets lost in the 
shuiHe, but it is saving millions of dol
lars at participating institutions all over 
our Nation. 

We heard reams of testimony to that 
effect. This program was developed be
cause research libraries in the United 
States could not get cataloging data for 
a considerable portion of the foreign 
publications they require. With the cen
tralized cataloging program of the Li
brary of Congress, these institutions pur
chase a copy of their cards. 

A library pays about $5.50 more per 
book to catalog that book independently 
than to use the Library of Congress 
cataloging copy. 

The economies effected by this pro
gram are a great many times more than 
this appropriation which we recommend. 
And the resources of such participating 
libraries are being made available to 
students and scholars with much greater 
dispatch, or in many instances for the 
very first time. 

Our final increase in these programs 
is $1,083,000 for educational broadcast
ing facilities. This will support four addi
tional educational television grants-for 
a total of 18--and one more radio 
grant--for a total of nine. These grants 
will expand and improve existing sta
tions, as well as to start new ones. 

There is a possibility of expanding and 
improving additional stations. 

With respect to education for the 
handicapped, we are talking about $8,-
150,000. There, the alternative request 
by the President on February 2 is not 
sufticient--$91,850,000. 

The committee recommended $100 mil-

lion and under the Cotton amendment 
jt would be possible to decrease this $15 
million. 
EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED, $8,150,000 

Eight of the special programs within 
education for the handicapped were in
volved in our recommended changes, and 
in gross amounts we added $4.5 million 
in teacher education and recruitment, 
and $3.2 million in research and inno
vation. 

The largest single increase was $4.1 
million for teacher education-this will 
support 15 more college-university pro
grams to train more of these dedicated 
people. Today, it is estimated that about 
84,000 teachers and specialists are cur
rently employed to serve over 5 million 
school age handicapped children. This is 
barely one-fourth of the number of such 
teachers needed. 

In many ways, this is another shortage 
in health manpower which has sorely 
needed our attention. 

Physical education and recreation 
training programs have been neglected 
in past appropriations, not only by the 
present administration but others and 
our recommendation of another $300,000 
will bring that total to $1 million. This 
increase will concert seven planning 
awards into prototype programs and al
low for more adequate funding of five 
planning grants. 

A $1.8 increase in research and demon
stration will help to acquire and dissemi
nate knowledge relative to the education 
of handicapped children, and allow four 
large-scale programmatic research ef
forts to be funded and several small 
individual projects. 

The sum of $1.5 million was added for 
the deaf-blind centers which serve the 
needs of those children who suffer this 
dual handicap. There are 10 of these cen
ters and to support an effective program 
for these children the additional funds 
are necessary. The rubella epidemic of 
several years ago resulted in 20,000 to 
30,000 handicapped children, many of 
them deaf-blind-so we are not even 
keeping up. 

Health people tell me that rubella 
could break out again. As I have said, the 
rubella epidemic of several years ago re
sulted in 20,000 to 30,000 handicapped 
cmdren, many of whom are deaf and 
blind. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, is it convenient for the Sena
tor to yield for a question at this point? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen

ator will recall that late last year duTing 
the Senate's consideration of the HEW 
appropriation bill, which was subse
quently vetoed, I offered an amendment 
on the floor of the Senate which was 
adopted and which added $23.1 million 
for the purpose of carrying out section 
104 of the Clean Air Act. I am talking 
about air pollution controL 

Would the Senator tell me whether or 
not this amount of money has been in
cluded in the bill before us? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In the House bill it 
was; and in our bill it was reported but, 
of course, it is subject to the 2 percent 
and the 15 percent. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. If the 

Senator will yield I would like to ask 
one further question. · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen

ator will also recall that during consid
eration of the conference report on that 
same HEW appropriation bill I offered 
an amendment on the floor of the Senate 
which earmarked certain funds for fam
ily planning under the administration 
of the Office of Economic Opportunity. 

Would the Senator tell me whether 
or not this money is also earmarked un
der the bill before us? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think it is, yes. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 

the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. They have not ac

tually firmed up tt..ose programs yet be
cause, there again, OEO request of the 
administration did not come here until 
November 17. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
shall proceed with my presentation. 

RESEARCH AND TRAINING 

On research and training there is $2 
million. I did not think that would be too 
much. We requested $7 million for two 
or three pilot operational school pro
grams. We have not had an explanation 
as to what would be involved. 

The current requests of the adminis
tration renewed their request for special 
funds for "experimental schools"-they 
originally asked for $25 million, which 
was not allowed in our previous bill. 

Their current request was for $9.5 
million, which the House did not allow, 
and which we have not allowed. 

In our report we express the fact that 
we have no objection to the use of other 
research funds for planning these experi
ments, but that we feel that operational 
funds should be withheld until the plan
ning has progressed further. 

The administration had requested $7 
million of this for two or three pilot
operational experimental school proj
ects-yet no explanation of what actually 
would be involved was given. 

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE 

Grants for rehabilitation services and 
facilities, $3,500,000. 

No funds were proposed by the admin
istration for project development grants 
for rehabilitation facilities. 

We recommend $3.5 million in grants 
to assist the local planning efforts leading 
to the development of a rehabilitation 
facility. These local planning grants are 
designed to insure strong community 
support and stability for the individual 
facilities by emphasizing sound program 
planning-and such grants maximize the 
potential of a facility to deliver effective 
social and rehabilitation services. 

To defer actual construction is one 
thing-but we must continue these plan
ning efforts which have proved so bene
ficial in the past. 

MENTAL RETARDATION 

We are talking about $4 million. The 
President's alternative that was sent us 
provided for $33 million. The committee 
recommendation was $37 million. It 
would be possible under the amendment 
to cut that $5.55 million, but I think we 



February 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 5221 
are probably talking about more in a 
round figure of $4 million. 

The administration appealed the ad
dition of $4 million to the program of 
construction of community service fa
cilities for the mentally retarded. 

With this addition, the total available 
will be $17,531,000, slightly under the $18 
million available last year. 

During 1969, that $18 million which 
was used as the Federal share in funding 
local awards resulted in the construction 
of 80 projects costing a total of $54 mil
lion. This is an excellent example of the 
value of matching Federal dollars to local 
initiative. · 

Since 1966, when this program 
started, some 321 projects have been 
constructed for mentally retarded--the 
total costs have been $203,333,494--and 
the Federal share only $63,725,271. Thus 
the contributions from non-Federal 
sources has been better than 2 to 1, and 
exceed $139.6 million. 

This addition will allow us to main
tain almost the same effort as last year. 
We should perhaps do more, but we can
not do any less. 
MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH AND WELFARE, 

$2.4 MILLION 

Mr. President, we probably are talking 
about $2.4 million, although the total 
amount is $228 million, we made it $228,-
200,000, so it is not a great deal that is 
involved here in relation to the appro
priation. 

Last year there were 15 university
affiliated mental retardation centers 
offering a complete range of services for 
mentally retarded children, and demon
strating and training personnel in the 
diagnosis, treatment, education, train
ing, and care of these children. 

Four new centers are now involved in 
this vital program--Georgetown Univer
sity here in the District, the University 
of Colorado in Denver, Boston Chil
dren's Hospital, and the University of 
California in Los Angeles, 

Our recommendation will add $2.2 
million in support of these centers and 
their service and training programs. 

An addition of $200,000 will initiate a 
special dental health project grant pro
gram as authorized by section 510 of the 
Social Security Act. The administration 
did not request any funds for this pro
gram that is expected to provide com
prehensive dental care and services for 
about 6,000 children in low-income 
areas. 

I might say to the Senator from Colo
rado that I do not think this is affected 
too much by the amendment, but there 
is a program for four new centers, one 
at the University of Colorado in Denver. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I am very happy to hear 
it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
hope I have not been unduly long but 
this is a long compilation involving 
many programs relating to health, edu
cation, and welfare. There is a labor part 
of the bill, but that has not been in
volved in this veto business that has 
been going on. 

So that will be probably as is, although 
the 2 percent would apply to the labor 
portion of the bill. It would apply to all 
portions of the bill. 

CXVI--328-Part 4 

So that completes my detailed ex
planation of the differences between 
what was proposed by the President and 
what is now contained in the new version 
of the Labor-HEW appropriation bill for 
fiscal1970. 

Again, to recapitulate, those differ
ences total $579,681,500. $480.2 million 
is in the Office of Education; $45 million 
is in the National Institutes of Health; 
$38.5 million is in the Health Services 
and Mental Health Administration; $9.9 
million is in the Social and Rehabilita
tion Service; and $6 million is in air 
pollution control. 

This total difference of $579 million is 
less than 3 percent of the total in the 
entire bill, and represents an increase 
over the President's current request of 
2.92 percent. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
aquorum--

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that request? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I under

stand that some Members of the Senate 
on both sides must leave town very early 
in the afternoon. Naturally, I want an 
opportunity to speak to my amendment 
and a chance to respond to the distin
guished chairman, who has had control 
of the floor from a quater past 10 to half
past 12, the present time. 

Subject to the approval of the distin
guished Senator from We~t Virginia, who 
is in charge of the floor at the present 
time--! do not want to presume on his 
prerogative, but I want to see what he 
thinks of the suggestion-! would like to 
ask that we have a live quorum, and then 
I would like to ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
be allowed not to exceed 10 minutes to 
make certain announcements on behalf 
of HEW and the administration. Then 
after those 10 minutes are used, I would 
hope we could have a limited period of 
time, subject to the control of the Sen
ator from Washington and myself, to get 
to an early vote on this amendment. We 
do not need to rehash a lot of things on 
the amendment. If we had 30 minutes on 
a side, it seems to me it would wind it up. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
would like to expedite this, but because 
so few Senators have been present, I do 
not know how many would want to speak 
on it. I will have to ascertain that. I 
know several Senators on this side of 
the aisle want to speak on it, and that 
there will be an amendment to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. Of course, when we get 
Senators here, if we do not have a time 
certain for a vote, we know the experi
ence we have had. So we will have the 
same opportunity we have had so far, to 
talk to an empty Chamber. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have no objection, 
but several Senators want to speak, and 
I know there will be one or two amend
ments to the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in view 
of that fact, and in view of the fact that 
the Senator from New Hampshire de
sires to make certain specific statements 
from the department and partly from 
the White House that I think Senators 

should know, may I ask unanimous con
sent that we have a live quorum and that 
the Senator from New Hampshire be 
recognized for not to exceed 10 minutes 
at the conclusion of the live quorum? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sorry. I did not 
hear the Senator's request. 

Mr. COTTON. I am asking unanimous 
consent that we have a live quorum and 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
be recognized for not to exceed 10 min
utes after the live quorum in order to 
make certain announcements. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
would the Senator consider the possibil
ity of an hour or and hour and a half on 
the pending amendment at the conclu
sion of a live quorum? 

Mr. COTTON. I suggested that. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 

New Hampshire suggested that, but sev
eral Senators want to speak on the 
amendment. I do not know how many, 
because we have been practically alone 
here this morning. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We could get an ex
tension of time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I would rather not 
do that until we got more Senators here. 
Then there are going to be one or two 
amendments to the Senator's amend
ment. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Several Senators are 
leaving town. The Senator from Wash
ington has used the time well, but he 
has held the floor from 10:15 to 12:30, 
and I had hoped to get a vote on my 
amendment before some Senators left 
town. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, last month 
the Senate, in face of the threat of a 
veto, approved an appropriation bill pro
viding $20.7 billion for the Department 
of Labor and for the Department of 
Health, Education. and Welfare. 

In terms of appropriations for this 
fiscal year, that bill increased the admin
istration's budget request by about $1.2 
billion. 

Most of that increase was for educa
tion and health programs. 

Many of us voted for that increase on 
the grounds that Congress not only has 
the right to but the responsibility for 
setting national spending priorities. 

We did so after pointing out that on 
13 other appropriation bills, Congress 
had reduced administration budget re
quests by almost $7 billion and sought 
only to redirect less than 20 percent of 
that saving into health and education 
programs. 

The President then proceeded--on 
live TV--to veto the bill on the grounds 
that spending for health and education 
was inflationary and that the money 
could not be spent wisely this late in the 
fiscal year. The President also singled out 
for particular criticism the increase in 
funds for aid to school districts affected 
by Federal employment--impact aid. 

Mr. President, I will return to those 
points shortly, but first I would like to 
discuss the HEW appropriations bill as 
it is now before us. 

The new total is $20.3 billion--$365 
million less than we approved in Jan-
uary and $579 million over the admin
istration's latest budget request. 

I regret that we did not stick with the 
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figure we so overwhelmingly supported in 
face of the veto threat in January. 

Under the bill as reported by the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee, the Pres
ident is directed to reduce the bill by an
other $347 million, the cuts to be made at 
the President's discretion. 

In other words, we are being asked to 
retreat from our January stand in favor 
of health and education programs to the 
tune of more than $700 million-this in 
the same week that the administration 
outlined its proposals to expand the ABM 
system. 

Somehow we are supposed to justify 
spending $1.5 billion to start expanding 
a complicated missile system on which 
research and development has yet to be 
completed, but not to vote for an extra 
$1 billion for health and education. I 
know of no better example to demon
strate how the momentum of a weapons 
system can distort our national spend
ing priorities. 

Evidently the effect of the cutback is 
supposed to be softened by additional 
language limiting the reduction in any 
single appropriation in the bill to 15 per
cent. 

As I read the language of the bill and 
look at the increases included in the bill, 
few if any items have been increased by 
more than 15 percent. 

Let me cite two items in which I have 
great interest. 

The administration requested no funds 
to permit the Food and Drug Adminis
tration to implement provisions of the 
Truth-in-Packaging Act. The Senate 
added more than $600,000 for this pur
pose, which was reduced to $345,000 in 
conference. That figure is in this bill. 

However, the truth-in-packaging 
money is included in a lump appropria
tion line item of more than $72 million 
for food and drug control. 

A reduction of even 1 percent in that 
line item could more than wipe out 
funds for truth in packaging. 

Even more disturbing is that a de
crease of 10 percent in the appropriation 
of $76.6 million for general research and 
services in health could wipe out an in
crease of $6 million needed to keep 93 
general clinical research centers operat
ing. 

Under the administration's original 
budget request, 13 of these clinics, in
cluding one at Wayne State University, 
would be closed. Given the fact that the 
administration has not asked for more 
money for this activity in its revised 
budget, it is logical to expect that, de
spite special mention in the Senate Ap
propriations Committee report on this 
bill, the administration will go ahead 
with its decision to close these centers. 

Mr. President, what sense does it make 
at a time when hospital costs are soar
ing-up more than 70 percent since 
1964-to cut back on research to find new 
ways of bringing medical advances to 
hospitals? 

Of course, the same question can be 
asked of the President's request to re
duce funds we appropriated in January 
for the Hill-Burton hospital construc
tion program. 

And we must also ask what fate awaits 

a number of existing chronic disease pro
grams which the administration has 
sought to cut back, including the Na
tion's first arthritis prevention and con
trol program set up in Michigan. 

Despite the fact that the Senate Ap
propriations Committee took special note 
of these programs, we must still worry 
that the administration will go ahead 
with its plans to gut a 5-year program 
in its first year of operation. 

In short, we abdicate our responsibil
ity to set priorities if we instruct the 
President to eliminate many increases 
we have approved. 

And now let me turn to the arguments 
the President used to justify his veto of 
the previous HEW appropriations bill. 

As I have already discussed, the Pres
ident chooses to ignore cuts Congress 
made in his budget requests and prefers 
to charge that spending on health and 
education is inflationary. 

The President also has chosen to ig
nore the authorization Congress gave 
him last November to fund education 
programs at the level of appropriations 
approved by the House of Representa
tives last July. That level is $400 million 
higher than we are now asked to ap
prove. 

If the President had done what Con
gress instructed him to do in that No
vember we would now be approving a 
reduction in spending for the remain
ing months of the fiscal year. 

If indeed there is a problem of spend
ing education money wisely this late in 
the fiscal year, the blame lies with the 
administration and not with Congress. 

Even more curious is the administra
tion's reasoning that it is required to 
spend what we appropriate today but not 
what we instructed him to spend in 
November. 

And even still more curious is the 
fact that when the President vetoed 
the previous HEW bill, he objected to 
any increase in impact aid. Now he 
has asked for about twice as much as 
he originally requested, not only in this 
bill but also in his budget request for 
next fiscal year. 

Mr. President, we should not retreat 
in face of such curious reasoning from 
the commitment we made in January 
to the health and education. I oppose 
the amendment directing the President 
to reduce the priorities the Senate set 
by $347 million. 

Before I close, I would like to add a 
personal note. All of us who believe that 
health and education programs should 
be given a high priority owe a large debt 
of gratitude to Mr. MAGNUSON, the chair
man of the Appropriations Subcommit
tee handling this bill. 

Ever since the hearings began on this 
bill last year, he has demonstrated a 
sharp awareness and deep sensitivity to 
the issues involved. 

Mr. MAGNusoN has provided great 
leadership in this effort to reorder na
tional spending priorities. Let the record 
show that it was he who led us in ap
proving the bill in January and that 
the provision giving the President dis
cretion to reduce what we appropriate 
today is not his handiwork. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman, for an outstanding job. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were communi
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one 
of his secretaries. 

EMERGENCY PUBLIC INTEREST 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1970-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT protem

pore laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United 
States, which was referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Early in my Administration I pledged 

that I would submit a new proposal for 
dealing with national emergency labor 
disputes. Since that time, members of my 
Administration have carefully reviewed 
the provisions of these laws and the na
tion's experience under them. We have 
concluded from that review that the 
area in which emergency disputes have 
created the greatest problem is that of 
transportation. 

Our highly interdependent economy is 
extraordinarily vulnerable to any ma
jor interruption in the fiow of goods. 
Work stoppages in the railroad, airline, 
maritime, longshore, or trucking indus
tries are more likely to imperil the na
tional health or safety than work stop
pages in other industries. Yet, it is in this 
same transportation area that the emer
gency procedures of present laws-the 
Railway Labor Act of 1926 and the Taft
Hartley Act of 1947-have most fre
quently failed. 

It is to repair the deficiencies oj exist
ing legislation and to better protect the 
public against the damaging effects of 
work stoppages in the transportation in
dustry that I am today proposing that 
Congress enact the Emergency Public 
Interest Protection Act of 1970. 

TWO MAJOR OBJECTIVES 

Our past approaches to emergency la
bor disputes have been shaped by two 
major objectives. 

The first is that health and safety of 
the nation should be protected against 
damaging work stoppages. 

The second is that collective bargain
ing should be as free as possible from 
government interference. 

As we deal with the particularly diffi
cult problems of transportation strikes 
and lockouts, we should continue to work 
toward these objectives. But we must also 
recognize that, in their purest form, these 
two principles are mutually inconsistent. 
For if bargaining is to be perfectly free, 
then the Government will have no re
course in time of emergency. And almost 
any Government effort to prevent emer
gency strikes will inevitably have some 
impact on collective bargaining. 

Our task, then, is to balance partial 
achievement of both objectives. We must 
work to maximize both values. Ideally, 
we would provide maximum public pro
tection with minimum Federal interfer
ence. As we examine the laws which 
presently cover the transportation in
dustry, however, we find that interfer-
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ence has often been excessive and pro
tection has often been inadequate. 

THE RAILWAY LABOR ACT 

Work stoppages in both the railroad 
and airline industries are presently han-

the Railway Labor Act be discontinued 
and that railroaci and airline strikes and 
lockouts be subject to a new law-one 
which draws upon our experience under 
the Taft-Hartley Act. 

dled under the emergency procedures of THE TAFT-HARTLEY AcT 

the Railway Labor Act. Under this law, Labor disputes in other transportation 
the President can delay a strike or lock- industries--maritime, longshore, and 
out for 60 days by appointing an Emer- trucking-are now subject -to the emer
gency Board to study the positions of gency provisions of the Taft-Hartley 
both parties and to recommend a settle- Act, legislation which I helped write in 
ment. If the 60-day period ends without 1947. 
a settlement, then the President has no Under the Taft-Hartley Act, the Pres
recourse other than to let the strike oe- ident may appoint a Board of Inquiry 
cur or to request special legislation from when he believes that a strike or lockout 
the Congress. or the threat thereof imperils the na-

Past events and recent experiences tion's health or safety. After the Board 
demonstrate the failure of these provi- of Inquiry has reported on the issues in
sions. Since the passage of the Railway valved in the dispute, the President may 
Labor Act 45 years ago, the emergency direct the Attorney General to petition 
provisions have been invoked 187 times-- a Federal District Court to enjoin the 
an average of four times yearly. Work strike for an eighty-day "cooling-off" 
stoppages at the end of the 60-day pe- - period. During the eighty-day period, the 
riod have occurred at a rate of more Board of Inquiry makes a second :finding 
than one per year since 1947. Twice the of fact and the employees have an op
President has had to request special leg- portunity to vote on the employer's last 
islation from the Congress to end a rail- offer. 
road dispute, most recently in 1967. There are a number of features in the 

Why does the Railway Labor Act have Taft-Hartley Act which encourage col
such a bad record? Most observers agree lective bargaining to a far greater extent 
~hat the ~<:t actually. discourages genu- than does the Railway Labor Act. First, 
me bargammg. Knowmg that the Emer- government intervention is more difficult 
g~nc~ Board will almost a:lways move in to invoke since the Taft-Hartley Act
with Its own recommendatiOn whenever a unlike the Railway Labor Act-requires 
strike is threatened, the disputants have a court injunction to stop a strike or 
come to.look upo~ that recommendat~on lockout. Moreover, the Taft-Hartley Act, 
~sa basis for their own further b~rgam- explicitly prohibits the Board of Inquiry 
mg .. They have come to :eg.ard It as a from proposing a settlement. Thus 
routme part of the negotiatiOn process. neither party is tempted to delay an 

Over the years, the members of one agreement in the hope that the Board's 
Emergency Board after another have recommendation will strengthen its 
concluded that little meaningful bar- hand. Finally, the standard for judging 
gaining takes place before their involve- whether the threatened work stoppage 
ment. Most of what happens in the early justifies government intervention is 
bargaining, they report, is merely done stricter under Taft-Hartley than under 
to set the stage for the appearance of the the older Act-though the use of stricter 
Federal representatives. Designed as a standards does not imply that a strike or 
last resort, the emergency procedures lockout which primarily involves one re
have become almost a first resort. The gion of the country could not be enjoined 
very fact that an official recommendation if it threatens the national health or 
is possible tends to make such a recom- safety. 
mendation necessary. But even the Taft-Hartley Act gives 

The disputants also know that govern- the President inadequate options if a 
ment participation need not end with the strike or lockout occurs after the eighty
Board's recommendation. They know day cooling-off period has elapsed
that the nation will not tolerate a dam- something that has happened in eight 
aging railroad strike-and that even of the twenty-nine instances in which 
compulsory arbitration is a possible this machinery has been invoked since 
legislative solution if they are unable to 1947. All of these instances of failure 
compromise their differences. This ex- have involved transportation industries. 
pectation can also have a significant, dis- As is the case under the Railway Labor 
couraging effect on serious bargaining. Act, the President has no recourse in such 
Aware that arbitrators and public opin- a situation other than to submit the dis
ion will often take a middle ground be- pute to the Congress for special legisla
tween two bargaining positions, each tion. 
disputant feels a strong incentive to Each of the last four Presidents the 
e~tablish a more extreme posi~ion .which President's Labor-Management Advisory 
will put the :final settlement m hiS own Committee numerous voices in the Con
direction. ~pecting. that they might gress, and ~any other students of labor 
have to splzt the difference tomorrow, relations have concluded that the Presi
both parties find it to their advantage dent's options at this point in the dispute 
to widen that difference today. Thus the should be broadened. I share this con
~ap between them b~oadens; the bargain- elusion-but I believe it advisable to limit 
~g proc.ess . detenorates; government its application at present to the trans
mterventwn mcreases; and work stop- portation field. It is in the area of trans
pages continue. portation, after all, that our present pro-

Many of the deficiencies in the Rail- cedures have encountered the greatest 
way Labor Act do not appear in the Taft- difficulty. If at some later date, condi
Hartley Act. Therefore, as the first step tions in other industries seem to demand 
in my proposed reform, I recommend further reform-and if our experience 
that the emergency strike provisions of with the new transportation procedures 

has been encouraging-we may then wish 
to extend the application of these new 
procedures. 

THREE NEW OPTIONS 

The President must have additional 
procedures which he can follow at the 
end of the cooling-off period if damag
ing work stoppages in vital transporta
tion industries are to be avoided. Accord
ingly, l propose that the Taft-Hartley 
Act-as it applies to transportation in
dustries-be amended to give the Presi
dent three additional options if, at the 
end of the eighty-day injunction period, 
the labor dispute in question has not been 
settled and national health or safety is 
again endangered. 

1. The first option would allow the 
President to extend the cooling-off period 
tor as long as thirty days_ This choice 
might be most attractive if the President 
believed the dispute were very close to 
settlement. 

2. The President's second option would 
be to require partial operation of the 
troubled industry. Under this provision, 
the major part of the strike or lockout 
could continue. But danger to national 
health or safety could be minimized by 
keeping essential segments of the in
dustry in operation or by maintaining 
service for the most critical group of 
service-users. This procedure could be 
invoked for a period of up to six months. 

It is important, of Cl.urse, that the 
precise level of partial operation be cor
rectly determined-it must be large 
enough to protect the society but small 
enough so that both parties feel con
tinued economic pressures for early set
tlement. Responsibility for determining 
whether partial operation 1s possible and 
for establishing the proper level of op
erations would be assigned to a special 
board of three impartial members ap
pointed by the President. The panel 
would be required to conduct an exten
sive study of the matter and to report 
its findings within thirty days of its ap
pointment. The strike or lockout could 
not continue during that period. 

3. The President's third option would 
be to invoke the procedure of "final offer 
selection." Under this procedure, each 
of the parties would be given three days 
to submit either one or two :final offers 
to the Secretary of Labor. The parties 
would then have an additional five days 
to meet and bargain over these :final pro
posals for settlement. If no agreement 
emerged from those meetings, a :final 
offer selector group of three neutral 
members would be appointed by the dis
putants or, if they could not agree on its 
membership, by the President. This 
group would choose one of the :final 
offers as the final and binding settle
ment. 

The selectors would hold formal hear
ings to determine which of the final of
fers was most reasonable-taking into 
account both the public interest and the 
interests of the disputants. They would 
be required to choose one of the final 
offers in the exact form in which it was 
presented; in no case could they modify 
any of its terms nor in any way attempt 
to mediate the conflict. 

The :final offer selection procedure 
would guarantee a conclusive settle
ment without a dangerous work stop-
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page. But-unlike arbitration-it would 
also provide a strong incentive for labor 
and management to reach their own ac
commodation at an earlier stage in the 
bargaining. When arbitration is the ulti
mate recourse, the disputants will com
pete to stake out the strongest bargain
ing position, one which will put them at 
the greatest advantage when a third 
party tries to "split the difference." But 
when final offer selection is the ultimate 
recourse, the disputants will compete 
to make the most reasonable and most 
realistic final offer, one which will have 
the best chance to win the panel's 
endorsement. 

Rather than pulling apart, the dispu
tants would be encouraged to come to
gether. Neither could afford to remain in 
an intransigent or extreme position. In 
short, while the present prospect of gov
ernment arbitration tends to widen the 
gap between bargaining positions and 
thus invite intervention, the possibility of 
final offer selection would work to narrow 
that gap and make the need for inter
vention less likely. 

It should be emphasized that the Presi
dent could exercise any one of these op
tions only if the eighty-day cooling-off 
period failed to produce a settlement. 
Whatever option the President might 
choose, either House of Congress would 
have the opportunity-within ten days
to reject his recommendation under a 
procedure similar to that established by 
the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

Either a partial operation plan or a 
final offer selection·could be voided in the 
courts if it were judged arbitrary and ca
pricious. If the President were to choose 
none of the three additional options, if 
the Congress were to reject his choice, or 
if one of the first two options were chosen 
and failed to bring a settlement, then the 
President could refer the entire matter to 
the Congress as he can do under the 
present law. 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

The effort to broaden Presidential 
options is at the heart of the reforms 
I propose. There are a number of addi
tional repairs, however, that would also 
strengthen our labor disputes legislation. 
-I recommend that a National Special 

Industries Commission be established to 
make a comprehensive study of labor 
relations in those industries which are 
particularly vulnerable to national emer
gency disputes. Experience has clearly 
shown that such labor crises occur with 
much greater frequency in some indus
tries than in others. The Commission, 
which would have a two-year life span, 
should tell us why this is so and what 
we can do about it. 

-The Railway Labor Act presently 
calls for final arbitration by government 
boards of unresolved disputes over minor 
grievances. Usually these disputes in
volve the interpretation of existing con
tracts in the railroad or airline industries. 
Again, the availability of government 
arbitration seems to have created the 
necessity for it; the National Railroad 
Adjustment Board, for example, has a 
backlog of several thousand cases to 
arbitrate. The growing dependence on 
government represents a dangerous 
trend; moreover, the resulting delay in 

settlement is burdensome and unfair to 
both labor and management. 

I propose therefore that the National 
Railroad Adjustment Board be abolished. 
A two-year transition period should be 
allowed for completing cases now in 
process. The parties themselves should 
be asked to establish full grievance ma
chinery procedures, including no-strike, 
no lockout clauses and provisions for final 
binding arbitration. When necessary, the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation 
Service would assist in this process. 

-A labor contract in the railroad or 
airlines industry presently ha;s no effec
tive termination date. This is true be
cause the right of the parties to engage 
in a strike or lockout depends on a dec
laration by the National Mediation 
Board that the dispute cannot be re
solved through mediation. Negotiations 
can thus drag on for an indeterminate 
period, far beyond the intendei expira
tion date of the contract, with no dead
lines to motivate serious bargaining. 

I recommend that this unusual pro
cedure be discontinued and that new la
bor contracts for railroads and airlines 
be negotiated in the same manner as 
those for most other industries. The party 
which desires to change or termin&te 
any contract would be required to pro
vide written notice to that effect sixty 
days in advance of the date on which the 
change is to go into effect. The schedule 
of negotiations would thus depend not 
on the decision of the National Media
tion Board, but on the decisions of the 
parties; earlier, more earnest, and more 
independent bargaining would be en
couraged. 

-The National Mediation Board now 
handles two very different functions: 
mediating railway and airlines disputes 
and regulating the process by which bar
gaining units are determined and bar
gaining representatives are chosen. This 
combination of functions is unique to the 
railroad and airlines industries, and 
again, I propose that the discrepancy be 
eliminated. The mediation junctions of 
the National Mediation Board should be 
transferred to the Federal Mediation and 
Conciliation Service-which presently 
handles this work for the vast majority 
of our industries. The regulatory junc
tions should remain with the National 
Mediation Board, but its name should 
be changed to the Railroad and Airline 
Representation Board to reflect this new 
reality. 

Whenever possible, the government 
should stay out of private labor disputes. 
When the public interest requires that 
government step in, then it should do 
so through procedures which bring the 
current conflict to an equitable conclu
sion without weakening the self-reliance 
of future bargainers. 

The nation cannot tolerate protracted 
work stoppages in its transportation in
dustries, but neither should labor con
tracts be molded by the Federal govern
ment. The legislation which the Secre
tary of Labor is submitting to the Con
gress would help us to avoid both pitfalls; 
it would do much to foster both freedom 
in collective bargaining and industrial 
peace. The hallmark of this program is 
fairness; under its procedures we will be 

able to end national emergency labor 
disputes in our transportation industries 
in a manner which is fair to labor, fair 
to management and fair to the American 
public. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 27, 1970. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations received today, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum-and it will 
be a live quorum-with the understand
ing that the Senator from New Hamp
shire will be recognized at the conclusion 
of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 

[No. 68 Leg.] 
Aiken Fong 
Allen Gore 
Allott Gravel 
Baker Griffin 
Bennett Gurney 
Boggs Hansen 
Burdick Hart 
Byrd, W.Va. Holland 
Cook HXuska 
Cooper Inouye 
Cotton Javits 
Curtis Kennedy 
Eagleton Magnuson 
Eastland Mansfield 
Ellenaer Mathias 

McClellan 
McGee 
Me teal! 
Muskie 
Pell 
Rlbicoff 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Williams, Del. 
Williams, N.J. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH), the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HuGHEs), the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE), 
and the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
MoNTOYA) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senators from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN and 
Mr. GoLDWATER), the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD), the Senator of 
Tilinois <Mr. SMITH), and the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. TowER) are necesarily 
absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MuNDT) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE) is 
absent on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAVEL in the chair). A quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I move that the Sergeant at Arms 
be instructed to request the attendance 
of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser

geant at Arms is instructed to execute 
the order of the Senate. 

After some delay, the following Sena
tors entered the Chamber and answered 
to their names: 
Anderson 
Bayh 
Bellm on 

Bible 
Brooke 
Byrd, Va. 

Cannon 
Case 
Cranston 
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Dodd Jordan, Idaho 
Dole McCarthy 
Dominick McGovern 
Ervin Mcln tyre 
Fulbright Miller 
Goodell Moss 
Harris Murphy 
Hartke Nelson 
Hatfield Pastore 
Hollings Pearson 
Jackson Percy 
Jordan, N.C. Prouty 

Proxmire 
Randolph 
Russell 
Smith, Maine 
Stevens 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum 
is present. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970 
The Senate continued with the consid

eration of the bill <H.R. 15931) making 
appropriations for the Departments of 
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I will not 
take time at this point to argue the case 
for the amendment; but, while Senators 
are present, I want to make some defi
nite announcements that I think will be 
of interest to the Members of the Senate 
in connection with the amendment. 

A great deal of concern, very naturally, 
has been expressed over where the Presi
dent would exercise his option in reduc
ing specific appropriations, if the Cotton 
amendment should be adopted, if the bill 
should pass with it and if the President 
should sign the bill. I wish to remind 
Senators, that this 2-percent reduction is 
2 percent of the bill after the exclusion 
of the social security trust fund, the rail
road retirement fund, the Soldiers' Home 
fund, and the administration of those 
programs. 

So out of the $19 billion-plus bill, this 
will apply only to an amount of $17 bil
lion-plus; and a 2-percent reduction out 
of $17.339 million is not a great reduction 
in this bill, which is the largest HEW bill 
that has ever been considered by the 
Congress in the history of the Depart
ment. 

I have no authority to give any indi
cation, and I do not have any indication, 
whether the President would accept this 
bill or veto it if it were passed with the 
Cotton amendment. I do have authority 
to make the following statements, on be
half of both the White House and the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. If the bill is passed with the 
Cotton amendment, allowing the Presi
dent to reduce by 2 percent, not one cent 
will be taken from these two funds, these 
two appropriations-impacted areas and 
Hill-Burton funds, including construc
tion. In other words, the amount in the 
bill we are considering, which came from 
the House, will be left intact and not a 
cent will be taken from either of those 
funds. 

I have authority to make that pledge 
on behalf not only of HEW but of the 
administration as well. I have no au
thority to make any additional pledges 
of the White House, but I state to Mem
bers of the Senate, in order to have all 
the cards on the table, what I am au
thorized to say will be the recommenda
tions of Secretary Finch and of the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wei-

fare to the President as to exactly what 
reductions will be made and from what 
items. 

It should be understood that in the 
Cotton amendment is a provision that no 
more than 15 percent can be taken from 
any line item in the entire bill; and I 
am able to tell the Members of the Sen
ate what the Secretary will recommend 
to the President as to each item. Speak
ing for myself, I cannot imagine that I 
would have that authority without the 
knowledge of the White House. I shall 
state the items slowly and carefully: 

From the appropriation in this bill for 
air pollution control. which is $108.8 mil
lion, the amount of $6 million would be 
recommended to be deducted. 

From mental health, an appropriation 
of $360,302,000, the amount of $6.3 
million. 

From the construction of community 
mental health centers, an amount of 
$35.5 million, $6.3 million. 

From hospital construction, nothing, 
as I have already announced-no deduc
tion. 

The amount in the bill for District of 
Columbia medical facilities is $10 million. 
In the President's offer, even his final 
offer, of February 2, he was cutting it all 
out. But from the $10 million, it will be 
recommended that 15 percent be de
ducted-$1.5 million. 

From the National Institute of Ar
thritis and Metabolic Diseases, in the 
amount of $146,334,000, $8,666,000. 

May I interpolate there to say that 
that comes from the program of training 
of researchers and does not affect to the 
tune of 1 single cent the artificial kidney 
program? 

The National Institute of Neurological 
Diseases and Stroke, in the bill is 
$106,978,000. The reduction would be 
$5,722,000. 

National Institute of Allergies and In
fectious Diseases, $103,695,000, the de
duction would be $1,306,000. 

The National Institute of General 
Medical Sciences, totaling $164,644,000, 
the reduction would be $10,356,000. 

From general research and services, 
the amount of $76,658,000, the reduction 
would be $6,960,000. 

From health manpower direct loans, 
the amount of $234,470,000, the reduc
tion would be $15,531,000. 

From dental health, from the appro
priation of $11,722,000, the deduction is 
$835,000. 

From building facilities, NIH, which 
means repairs, reconditioning, and so 
forth-no deductions. Senators will note 
that in the NIH there, there is no de
duction. Not 1 cent from the stroke, 
heart and cancer research in the.appro
priation. 

Now in the elementary and secondary 
education, from the appropriation of 
$638,534,000, the amount of the deduc
tion is $95,700. 

Tha·t is broken down as to title I fund
$386,160. 

Mr. GOODELL. Is that million or 
thousand? 

Mr. COTTON. That is $95,700,000. 
Mr. GOODELL. The Senator said 

thousand. 
Mr. COTTON. $95,700,000. The break

down is on the title I funds which are 

$386,161,000 and the reduction would be 
$42,700,000. 

On library resources which are $50 
million, the reduction would be $40,000. 

Guidance, counseling, and testing, $17 
million, the reduction would be $13,000. 

Bilingual education, which is $25 mil
lion, no deduction. 

Instructional equipment, which is $43,-
740,000, the deduction would be $6,500,-
000. 

School assistance in federally impacted 
areas, which is in the amount of $520,-
167,000-as I have stated before, there 
will be no deduction on that. 

Education professions development, 
$107,500,000. The reduction on that would 
be $3,750,000. 

On higher education, $871,874,000, the 
deduction would be $100,000. This is an
other breakdown, under graduate in
struction, which is $30 million, that 
would be taken out. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, was 
that $100,000 or $100 million? 

Mr. COTTON. I am sorry-$100 mil
lion out of the $871 million-right. 

Now, breaking that down, the amount 
for undergraduate instruction of $33 
million would be taken out entirely. That 
is not a line item. It is a breakdown of 
the line item. 

On the NDEA loans of $63,900,000, 
there would be a reduction of $67,100. 

Now, vocational education, $391,716,-
000 would be reduced by $45,620,000. 

Libraries and communi~y services, 
$140,881,000, would be reduced by 
$22,300,000. 

Education for the handicapped, $100 
million, would be reduced by $8,150,000. 

Rehabilitation services and facilities, 
$464,783,000, would not be touched at 
all-no reduction. 

Mental retardation construction, .$37 
million, would be reduced by $2 million. 

Child health and welfare, $248,800,-
000-no reduction. 

Now those are the total reductions out 
of the $17,339,000,000. This total reduc
tion adds up to the $347,295,000 which is 
the reduction the President would make 
on the total reduction in the bill. In 
other words, the Cotton amendment only 
reduces from $17,300,000,000, the reduc
tion of 2 percent, to $347,295,000. Those 
are the ways the reductions would be 
taken. 

Mr. President, I shall not take further 
time of the Senate, but I should like to 
speak later to some of the other aspects 
of this subject. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I wish 
to commend the Senator from New 
Hampshire for the excellent work he has 
done as the ranking Republican member 
on the subcommittee for HEW funds. 

I used to serve as a regular member 
on that committee years ago but I got 
off of it because no matter how much 
we added in committee, over the budget 
or over the House, it was never enough. 
They always added more on the Senate 
floor. 

This is one committee that can never 
satisfy the public, or many Members, 
because it has so many programs which 
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are appealing and the amount of money 
which could be spent on these programs 
is almost limitless. 

But here we are, 8 months after the 
bill should have been passed under the 
rules of the Senate, and one veto by the 
President, we are now faced with the 
practical situation that if we pass the 
bill as it came to us from the House it 
will face another Presidential veto. 

I, for one, would be inclined to sup
port the President's veto, and I think the 
President would be sustained in that 
veto. So that we would be right back 
where we were before. Thus, we do face 
a practical situation. Do we accept a 
reasonable compromise, that the Pres
ident will not get all he wanted, or those 
in Congress would not get all they 
wanted, but we would settle the issue? 

There are only 4 months more to go 
for the balance of this fiscal year. 

If it comes to a contest at election 
time, and time will only tell whether 
those who want more money will gain 
politically or those who voted for cuts 
will gain politically. 

I know this, however, that whenever 
the President gets into a contest with 
Congress, it is usually the President who 
wins poUtically. 

I remember the 8oth Congress very 
well, that President Truman was elected 
in 1948 almost entirely on the basis of 
his panning of the Congress. 

Thus, I see nothing to be gained by 
anyone, unless they want to continue this 
controversy with the President on wheth
er this bill should be passed with some 
reductions or increases. So I would hope 
that we will look at this as a practical 
situation that no one will get all he wants 
but rather we accept the Cotton com
promise. 

I commend the Senator from New 
Hampshire again for the fine compromise 
he has offered. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask the Senator some 
questions, because I did not get some of 
these figures precisely in mind. 

Could the Senator tell me with respect 
to elementary and secondary educa
tion-for library resources, the :figure 
in the bill is $50 million-to what would 
that be reduced? 

Mr. COTTON. That would be reduced 
by $40 million. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Guidance counseling 
and testing. In the bill, $17 million is 
provided. 

Mr. COTTON. That would be reduced 
by $13 million. 

Mr. EAGLETON. With respect to 
higher education, other undergraduate 
facilities, $33 million is provided in the 
bill. 

Mr. COTTON. That is undergraduate 
construction. 

Mr. EAGLETON. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. COTTON. That would be all taken 
out. These are all the recommendations 
that the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare would make to the President 
if the amendment were agreed to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I think the Senator 

repeated once again, as he did earlier in 
his remarks this morning, that the item 
for impacted aid, which 1s $520,567,000 
in the bill, would be unchanged. 

Mr. COTTON. That would not be 
touched. First, if the amount is agreed to, 
and if the recommendations of the De
partment are adopted, the following items 
would not be touched to the tune of a 
single cent: Hill-Burton hospital con
struction would not be touehed; the im
pacted area funds would not be touched, 
the bilingual education would not be 
touched; the rehabilitation services and 
facilities would not be touched; and the 
maternal and child health and welfare 
would not be touched. 

I have given the other figures. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I have 

some other questions I should like to ad
dress to the Senator if I could. Would 
the Senator rather :finish his statement 
first? 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator permit me to cover a few quick 
points that I can cover in about 3 min
utes? 

In the first place, it should be under
stood that the Cotton amendment does 
another thing. It permits the President to 
apply these 2-percent reductions across 
the board and spread them over both 
the mandatory and the nonmandatory 
items in the bill. 

Mandatory items have been legally 
adjudged to be items-regardless of 
whether there are contributions or 
whether there are matching funds by 
the States or local facilities-adminis
tered under a formula to the State or 
subsections thereof. 

Those, without this amendment, the 
President could not touch. 

That means if the House bill passed 
and if it should become the law-and I 
have no prediction. I will not say whether 
the President will veto or sign it, be
cause I have no idea, but I would guess 
he might veto it-roughly $16 billion 
plus is involved in the HEW program. Of 
that $16 billion, $11.6 billion are man
datory, and the President could not 
touch them. But that leaves $5 billion 
he can touch. That would be the only 
area in the bill that he could touch. 

And if he chose to accept the House 
bill and sign it, he could cut out, for 
instance, all of the District of Columbia 
medical facilities. He could cut out all 
of the instrumental equipment items. He 
could cut out the whole $100 million 
for the educationally handicapped. I do 
not say that he would. 

He could cut the $229 million student 
loan program. 

In fact, it narrows his option down 
to some of these items. 

That is the reason I carefully put in 
my amendment-and that was before 
we had information from downtown
that no line item could be cut beyond 15 
percent. 

I have every reason to believe the in
formation is reliable. I can assure the 
Senate that it is reliable as far as im
pacted aid and the Hill-Burton construc
tion funds are concerned. 

The reason that I assert that this 
amendment reaches across both manda
tory and nonmandatory items is the 
history of the similar amendment which 
was voted on in the House and lost by 

nine votes. But that was ruled as a limi
tation not subject to a point of order. 

In the RECORD of February 19, Repre .. 
sentative McFALL posed the following 
question: 

I would like to ask the gent leman about 
the meaning of his motion. As I read the 
gentleman's motion to recommit, it merely 
makes a 2Y:z -percent across-the-board cut, 
excepting certain amounts that have been 
listed. I will ask the gentleman, is he not 
making the President's job that much more 
difficult, because there are still the manda
tory provisions of the law, and the President 
would have to spend the amounts o! money 
that are mandatory, and he would have to 
take the 2Y:z-percent cut out of those things 
that are discretionary with the President , 
which he would have under the law any
way, as I understand it. He has the discre
tionary authority, and it would seem to me he 
could use it. 

The response from Representative 
MICHEL Was: 

No; I believe he could take the 2 Y:z percent 
out of any appropriation or program in this 
bill except those which are specifically ex
cluded by the language of the motion to 
recommit. 

That is the social security fund, the 
railroad retirement fund, and the Sol
diers' Home fund, and the administration 
of those funds. 

So it seems clear that if my amend
ment were rejected, the bill would specify 
that the President would have the power, 
if he wanted to use it. I am not suggest
ing that he would use it in a meat-ax 
manner. 

We know he did not include in any of 
his recommendations the $10 million for 
the District of Columbia medical facili
ties. And, in my opinon, nothing is more 
needed than that. 

It means that his power would be con
centrated on a small area. 

If my amendment is agreed to, it means 
that his discretionary reduction would 
be spread over them all. 

Also, I should like to mention one 
other point. There has been distributed
and a copy of it came into my hands
by opponents to the Cotton amendment, 
a dialog here. 

One of the questions is: 
Why shouldn't the President have a little 

bit o! discretion over the spending of only 
2 percent of the money in the bill? 

The answer is: 
To give this authority is to give the Presi

dent an item veto, an authority that the 
Congress has given no previous Chief Execu
tive, not even President Washington. 

It is an abdication by the Congress of its 
constitutional power of the purse to enforce 
its policy determinations. Two percent of 
$17.35 billion, the amount subject to section 
411, is $347 million. Permitting discretionary 
cuts up to 15 percent of the appropriation 
items so as to achieve this $347 million re
duction would empower the President and 
the Bureau of the Budget to reduce pro
grams-

The memorandum goes on with the 
amount they could reduce. 

Mr. President, I just want to say that 
nothing could be more fallacious than 
that statement. Congress is not abdicat
ing its power because if my amendment 
is agreed to it is not authorizing but is 
directing the President to reduce by 2 
percent the $17 billion-plus that would 
be subject to reduction. 
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Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. CO'ITON. I shall yield in just a 
moment. I wish to finish this statement. 

It is directing him to do so, just as Con
gress directed President Johnson to re
duce his budget by $6 billion; giving him 
discretion where to reduce it. 

So one does not have to go back to 
President Washington to find a prece
dent. I did not vote for any President to 
have an item veto but this amendment 1s 
carefully limited. It is a limitation that 
is so carefully spelled out that it is a di
rective by Congress, and nothing is more 
ridiculous than this claim. 

I yield to the Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. FONG. I was going to ask the dis

tinguished Senator if we did not do the 
same thing with respect to President 
Lyndon Johnson. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Yes. 
Mr. FONG. We gave him authority 

to cut from the second supplemental ap
propriation bill for fiscal year 1969 the 
sum of approximately $6 billion. 

Mr. CO'ITON. We did not give him 
authority; we told him he must. Frankly, 
I will say in all honesty I thought it was 
a rather cowardly performance to pass 
the buck to the President for that $6 
billion. 

In this case $347 million out of $17,-
339,000,000 is a small concession. If my 
amendment is agreed to, and if the bill 
goes to him, the President would be com
pelled to meet us halfway or nearly half
way because he will be compelled to find 
a place to cut $232 million out of his own 
recommended pet programs where his 
recommendations are in excess of the bill. 
It is a two-way street. 

I yield to the Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. EAGLETON. On that point, and I 

think it is a very important point, I am 
having some difficulty comprehending the 
precise language that the Senator is em
ploying in both his amendment and his 
verbal explanation of his amendment. 
The last proviso of his amendment, sec
tion 411, reads as follows: 

Provided that in the application of this 
limitation, no appropriation may be reduced 
by more than 15 per centum. 

Then, in his remarks the Senator from 
New Hampshire on at least two instances 
referred to "line items" and said that no 
line item could be reduced by more than 
15 percent. I would like to clarify that. 

To use an example, I wish to ask the 
Senator if in connection with the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
library resources is not a line item? 

Mr. COTTON. In my opinion it is a line 
item. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Very well. If it is a 
line item, and if it is in the bill at $50 
million at the present time, under the 
Senator's understanding of what is a 
line item, ·and under the Cotton 15-per
cent formula, how could that be cut more 
than $7.5 million? 

Mr. COTTON. May I say frankly the 
Senator has an excellent point. 

I will say that the Senator from New 
Hampshire has been struggling for the 
last 2 or 3 days to get this information 
in order that the Senate could be in
formed. I suspect in 5 minutes I ean 

have this corrected because somewhere 
near the Senate is the budget officer of 
HEW. 

But as I was reading through this ma
terial, it occurred to me. I have only had 
this is my possession for a short time. I 
shall get the answer to the Senator's 
question. However, the Senator from New 
Hampshire agrees with the Senator from 
Missowi that that is a line item and could 
not be reduced in that amount, and if 
that is included, there would have to be 
a revision. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I would like to pursue 
that a bit further. The same theory would 
apply to guidance, counseling, and test
ing, which is $17 million in the bill. A cut 
of $13 million would well exceed the Cot
ton formula. 

Mr. COTTON. The same answer. 
:rvrr. EAGLETON. Just to button this 

matter up, with respect to higher educa
tion construction, the item "Other under
graduate facilities" in the bill at $33 
million. Is not that a line item and under 
the 15-percent formula it could not be 
cut in excess of 15 percent? 

Mr. COTTON. I note that particular 
item is in parentheses. I am not sure of 
the answer, but I suspect I will have an 
answer to all three questions before the 
Senate proceeds much further. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Is it the intent of 
the Senator from New Hampshire. the 
author of the Cotton amendment, sec
tion 411, that his 15-percent limitation 
apply precisely to line items and not to 
a more broadly defined form of appro
priation that might contain an entire 
assortment of things? 

Mr. CO'ITON. That is the intention 
of the Senator from New Hampshire, 
and I wish to remind the Senator from 
Missouri that the Senator from New 
Hampshire's amendment speaks for it
self. He saw to it that it involved a 15-
percent ceiling for any cuts. 

Now, in the constant desire of mem
bers of the Committee on Appropriations 
before we came to the floor of the Sen
ate, to find out where the cuts would be 
made, the Senator from New Hampshire 
perhaps made a nuisance of himself, but 
he kept after the Secretary of HEW and 
desired to have more specific informa
tion because he wanted to be able in 
dealing with the committee and the Sen
ate to give just as complete and definite 
assurance as possible. 

I guess it was the night before last 
that I secured the confirmation that im
pacted area funds and Hill-Burton 
funds, including construction, would not 
be touched and I insisted that that be 
confirmed from the top. 

The rest of this is, as I said, what 
would be the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to the President if this bill 
passed with this amendment in it. It 
was not necessary to lay this before the 
Senate but I desired to. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CO'ITON. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. The 

Senator from New Hampshire had a dif
ficult problem from yesterday until now. 
His original amendment called for 25 
percent and he changed it to 15 percent, 

so there may be a little confusion on 
the amount of money for line items. 

Mr. COTTON. It is possible, but I will 
try to obtain the answers and dot the 
i's and cross the t's. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment to the first committee 
amendment, the so-called Cotton 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend
ment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 61, line 17, strike out "no appro
priation" and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "no amount specified in any appro
priation provision contained in this Act". 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, in 
light of the exchanges between myself 
and the Senator from New Hamp
shire-

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, was the 
amendment read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
read. 

Mr. COTTON. May I request that it 
be read again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Ou page 61, line 17, strike out the words 
"no appropriation" and insert in lieu there
of the following: 

"no amount specified in any appropria
tion provision contained in this Act." 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I of
fer this amendment as an appropriate 
follow-up to the exchange between the 
Senator from New Hampshire and my
self. As was stated earlier, the last sen
tence of the present Cotton amendment 
reads: 

That in the application of this limitation, 
no appropriation may be reduced by more 
than 15 percentum. 

When I saw that language, I had some 
difficulty as to just what was actually 
intended by the Senator from New 
Hampshire in terms of the word "appro
priation." For instance, was the whole 
Elementary and Secondary Act to be 
considered a lump-sum appropriation? 
Or did "appropriation" mean, in fact, 
what we refer to as a line item? 

I have now had the exchange with the 
Senator from New Hampshire in which 
he pointed out that it was his firm in
tent that it would apply to line items. 
I have been through some of the items; 
for instance, library resources under 
"Elementary and secondary education.'' 
The Senator from New Hampshire con
siders that, as do I, a line item. In the 
bill that is $50 million. However, as the 
Senator from New Hampshire himself 
pointed out, the Secretary of HEW is 
perhaps going to recommend that it be 
cut as much as $40 million. $40 million 
of $50 million is 80 percent-obviously 
grossly in excess of the Cotton 15-per
cent limitation. 

The same with respect to guidance, 
counseling, and testing under "Elemen
tary and secondary education." 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield. 
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Mr. COTI'ON. May I say, first, that, 
with respect to these figures, which were 
hastily given to me, there was no in
tent on the part of either the Senator 
from New Hampshire or the budget offi
cer of HEW not to make this appli
cable to line items. 

The purpose and effect of the Sena
tor's amendment is to have this limita
tion extend to line items. No rollcall has 
been ordered on this measure, and I 
assume I can amend it without unani
mous consent. I accept the Senator's 
amendment and ask that it be incor
porated in my own. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, so that 
we may have a clear legislative history, 
the purpose and intent of my offering this 
amendment is to buttress the concept of 
the Senator from New Hampshire that 
this limitation applies to line items. So 
that the items library resources, guid
ance, counseling, and testing, under "Ele
mentary and secondary education," and 
other undergraduate facilities, under 
"Construction," are line items to which 
the 15-percent limitation would apply. 

Mr. COTTON. It is the belief of the 
Senator from New Hampshire that this 
would have been the effect of his amend
ment o1iginally, but if this amendment 
is necessary to accomplish the purpose, 
I welcome the suggestion of the Senator 
from Missouri to incorporate it and to 
make it crystal clear, because that is the 
intent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
wishes to advise that the amendment 
is a committee amendment, and not an 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire, and would therefore require 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
of the Senator from Missouri to the com
mittee amendment, which was originally 
my amendent, be adopted and incor
porated in the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object-and I shall 
not object-! think some Senators want 
to know just exactly what, with this 
amendment, could or could not be done 
if the Cotton amendment stays in the 
bill. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator had been on the floor, he would 
know the Senator from New Hampshire 
had just finished reading what he 
thought was an accurate statement of 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare-the same thing that I had in 
the committee yesterday just before we 
voted on what would be the recommen
dations for each item. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, I know. 
Mr. COTTON. It turns out-and the 

Senator from Missouri is to be com
mended for catching it-that in break
ing down the higher education items, for 
example, and in breaking down the ele
mentary-secondary education items into 
various items, while the 15 percent ap
plies as far as the overall item is con
cerned, if we take individual items, 1n 
about three instances the 15 percent 
limitation is exceeded. 

I assured the Senator that I will in-

form him as soon as I get word from 
the Budget officer. I think these were the 
incorrect amounts. But the Senator from 
Missouri, in order to be sure, offered his 
amendment, which simply means that 
the 15 percent limitation in this amend
ment refers to line items, not just to 
overall appropriations; and I was glad 
to accept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New Hampshire? Without objec
tion, the modification is accordingly 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It prevents any line 
item from being cut more than 15 per
cent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment as amended. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I wish to 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire for his very fine 
amendment. I wish to commend also 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
for clarifying that amendment. I be
lieve that the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire has performed a 
great service for us and that he has given 
us a way out of a situation in which the 
Congress finds itself stalemated with the 
President. I believe his amendment is a 
very fine amendment. It has the prom
ise of assuring us of a bill which would 
be of greater service to our education 
and health programs than the continu
ing resolution under which we are now 
operating. 

Mr. President, in order to understand 
what the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee has recommended in the pending 
bill, H.R. 15931, I wish to summarize 
the situation in which we find ourselves 
with respect to fiscal year 1970 appro
priations for the Departments of Labor 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Office of Economic Opportunity, and 
related agencies. 

As we debate this measure, we should 
realize there are only 4 months of fiscal 
year 1970 remaining. 

This is the end of February. We have 
only the months of March, April, May, 
and June, and fiscal year 1970 will be 
gone-just 4 months left in a fiscal 
year-and the appropriation bill for 
these agencies has not become law. 

During the preceding 8 months of fis
cal year 1970, all agencies in the Labor
HEW bill have been operating under a 
continuing resolution. When the effec
tive time of one continuing resolution 
ended, we passed another continuing res
olution, and we are still operating under 
a continuing resolution. 

While the rates of spending have 
shifted somewhat under these various 
continuing resolutions, I am advised that 
actual obligations for the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare have 
been at the rate in the President's April 
1969 budget or the conference version 
of the vetoed bill, H.R. 13111, which
ever is lower. In other words, continuing 
resolutions have been enacted, and we 
are now under a continuing resolution 
at the rate of the President's April 1969 
budget or the vetoed conference bill, 
whichever is lower. 

What this means is that, by passing 

the pending bill, even with the reduc
tions provided in section 411-the Cotton 
amendment-we would be releasing ap
proximately $550 million more for obli
gation for HEW programs than is being 
obligated under the continuing resolu
tion. In other words, if we adopt the 
Cotton amendment, we would be releas
ing an additional $550 million for health 
and education programs than if HEW 
were to remain under the continuing 
resolution. 

This figure of $550 million has been 
provided me by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and I 
have no reason to dispute the amount. 

By delaying action on H.R. 15931, the 
Senate would actually be restricting ob
ligations to a level more than half a 
million dollars below the bill which the 
Appropriations Committee recommends. 
In other words, if we act now, and pass 
this bill with the Cotton amendment, 
we can be assured-the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire has rea
son to believe that this bill would then 
be approved and not vetoed-that $550 
million more will begin to fiow to our 
States and school districts. 

The bill, as passed by the House of 
Representatives, contains a total of 
$20,392,734,500. We have every indication 
the President will veto the House version 
of H.R. 15931. 

The bill recommended by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee recommends 
the identical amounts contained in the 
House bill, but we have included a very 
important provision which calls for a 2-
percent reduction in the total amount 
of the bill. Trust funds such as soclal 
security, railroad retirement, and the 
U.S. Soldiers Home are exempted from 
any cuts. 

In addition, the administration b.as 
given assurances that the amounts cvn
tained in the bill for schools in federally 
impacted areas and for Hill-Burton hos
pital construction will not be reduced. 

This means that $520,567,000 would be 
available for impacted areas schools, 
$80,000,000 more than the President re
quested on February 2 this year. 

It also means $176,123,000 would be 
available for hospital construction, 
$22,000,000 more than the President re
quested on February 2. 

After deducting the exempted trust 
funds, there is a total of $17.339 billion 
against which the 2-percent reduction 
would be applied. In dollars, the reduc
tion called for is $347 million. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
provision, however, insures that no pro
gram can be wiped out by the 2-percent 
reduction. We do this by limiting to 15 
percent the total reduction that can be 
applied to any one line item in the bill, 
as has now been clarified by the distin
guished Senator from Missouri. 

This is in brief the bill as presented 
to the Senate. 

It is a bill, which in terms of money 
amounts and the discretionary authority 
given to the President to make reduc
tions, is acceptable to the administration, 
we have been assured. 

As a member of the Senate Appropria
tions Committee, I helped to write the 
much more generous Labor-HEW appro
priation bill, H.R. 13111. But that bill 
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was vetoed by the President. There is no 
hope now of enacting that bill inasmuch 
as the House of Representatives refused 
to pass it over the President's veto. 

So we in Congress are confronted with 
a situation where we are forced to ap
prove a lower bill in order to have any 
bill at all enacted or arrive at any com
promise with the President. 

And the longer we delay passing a bill 
that will be signed, the longer we deprive 
school and health agencies throughout 
the country of higher amounts for their 
programs. 

It is my understanding that if the 
pending bill is approved, obligations 
could immediately be increased to a level 
of $550 million higher than presently 
prevails under the continuing resolution 
under which we are now operating. 

According to figures furnished to me, 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare had obligated as of Decem
ber 31, 1969, only $8.3 billion. By now, it 
is estimated obligations probably total 
no more than $10 to $11 billion. Obvi
ously, the sooner we approve this bill, the 
sooner HEW can begin to obligate at a 
higher rate and the sooner school dis
tricts and health agencies can begin to 
receive higher allocations. 

Should the Senate strike out section 
411 containing the 2-percent reduction 
and 15-percent limitation, the bill would 
be headed tor a Presidential veto, I have 
been told. We would have to provide 
some authority for HEW to continue ob
ligating and spending money, probably 
through another continuing resolution 
at a lower level than provided in the 
pending bill. This would be a major dis
service for education and health in 
America. 

By passing H.R. 15931, with amounts 
recommended by the Senate Appropria
tions Committee and with the 2-percent 
reduction provision, the Senate will be 
acting on a bill which can become law 
and which I believe will become law, and 
which significantly improves the present 
situation of our health and education 
programs. 

We are faced with a very difficult di
lemma, either to continue operating un
der continuing resolutions for the rest 
of the 1970 fiscal year or to pass a bill 
which will provide $550 million more 
than is presently going for health and 
education throughout America under the 
continuing resolution. 

I believe we should be practical and 
not delay any longer a higher rate of 
pay for schools and hospitals and other 
programs in this bill. 

If section 411-called the Cotton 
amendment-is deleted, this bill faces a 
Presidential veto. 

That means Congress must take some 
action to assure funds for the agencies 
in this bill-for their authority runs out 
tomorrow night at midnight. 

Congress would then be faced with try
ing to pass the bill over the President's 
veto, passing another continuing resolu
tion, or passing another bill. 

Meanwhile, the clock continues to tick 
on and the days and weeks go by. 

School districts will still be uncertain 
how much in impacted aid and other as
sistance from the Federal Government 
will be forthcoming. 

This is no way to operate and no way 
to legislate. 

We have lost 1 month since the 
President vetoed H.R. 13111. It is up to 
the Senate to break the impasse we face 
and to take the reasonable, practjcal ap
proach the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee has proposed in the pending bill. 

I urge passage of H.R. 15931 as recom
mended by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, insofar as the money 
amounts and section 411 are concerned. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FONG. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. I commend the Senator 
on his statement, and would also like 
to say for the REcORD that for nearly a 
decade, I have been ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on Health, 
Education, .and Welfare, and we have 
had many Senators come and go on that 
committee, as the Senator from Wash
ington knows, on both sides of the com
mittee. As a new member of the sub
committee this year, the Senator from 
Hawaii has shown great faithfulness. I 
do not know that I have ever known a 
new member of the subcommittee, in his 
first year, to attend hearings so regularly 
and to study the items in our budget so 
carefully, and certainly none has ques
tioned the witnesses with greater ability, 
or shown a keener grasp of the subject. 

For a new member, he has been excep
tionally effective, and his constituents in 
Hawaii should be very proud of him and 
of the care he has taken day after day 
to see that this great bill, which will do 
much for the disadvantaged and the un
derprivileged, has received its full con
sideration and that we have squeezed 
out the last cent possible for effective 
programs. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, may 
I join with the Senator from New Hamp
shire? 

Senator FONG was very diligent and 
his wise counsel appreciated by all of us 
on the subcommittee. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire and the distinguished Senator from 
Washington for their very kind words. 

In serving on this committee under 
the chairman, the distinguished Senator 
from Washington and under the ranking 
minority member, the Senator from New 
Hampshire, I have learned much from 
their tremendous insight and from their 
vast knowledge of the bill. I can attest to 
their unsurpassed dedication to the 
health, education, and other humani
tarian programs contained in the bill. 
From their wisdom and experience in 
handling this high-priority legislation, I 
have learned much. I know I shall con
tinue to learn much under them, and for 
that I am very thankful. Our Nation can 
be thankful that the Labor-Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare appropriation bill is 
under such excellent management. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to urge 
the Senate to oppose that portion of the 
Appropriations Committee amendments 
which provides the Executive with the 
power to cut 2 percent of the total sums 
appropriated for Labor-HEW. 

It seems to me that we are again at 
issue on what could be stated as a matter 

of p1iorities. For some reason this ad
ministration seems to find that military, 
spaee, and other so-called hardware pro
grams are of more importance than edu
cation and health. 

With a gross national product of $1 
trillion, a cut of $300 million, or less than 
a third of 1 percent, will not have a very 
substantial effect on inflation. Let us not 
fool ourselves: If we do not appropriate 
the funds, the State and local govern
ments will have to find them. And here I 
ask why State and local expenditures 
are not inflationary while Federal spend
ing is. 

The 2-percent discretionary cutting 
authority now before us seeks to arrive at 
a compromise with the President by say
ing, in effect, "Here are the funds; you 
cut where you want to." I believe that by 
doing so we sidestep our constitutional 
responsibilities and delegate to the Exec
utive the setting of priorities which we 
have already recognized as paramount in 
the various appropriations bills. 

In the past, on the Senate floor, some 
of us have said that the Appropriations 
Committee had perhaps too much au
thority. We have even referred to it as 
the presidium. But now we see a tendency 
to go in the other direction and to der
ogate from its authority. 

I also wonder at the jargon used by 
those who support this method of cut
ting funds. We were told, from the first, 
that the worst program contained in the 
measure is impacted aid; yet the one, to 
use the vernacular, "sweetener" which 
the administration offers to the Congress 
in order to get the 2-percent cut is that, 
impacted area programs will not be 
touched. Once again, the administration 
has come out foursquare on both sides of 
an issue. 

So where is the slash made? We find 
that the discretionary authority would 
cut the National Institutes of Health re
search function by $33 million; it would 
cut the elementary and secondary edu
cation program by $95 million; it would 
take out of the higher education pro
gram $100 million. We could go on and 
on-$45 million from vocational educa
cation, $22 million from libraries. Are 
these the programs that the Senate of 
the United States feels should be cut 
back? 

Most important, a constitutional ques
tion is involved here, which is the ques
tion of an item veto. The Constitution 
of the United States does not provide 
the Executive with an item-by-item veto. 
He must approve the bill in toto or not at 
all. Interestingly enough, George Wash
ington, our first President, wanted an 
item veto and it was not granted. I real
ize that this is directing the President 
to exercise an authority, but the effect 
of it is very much the same. I do not see 
why we should change this precedent by 
directing now the President to exercise 
discretionary authority in a way which 
circumvents the constitutional mandate 
in this regard. 

As I said earlier, this has been done 
twice since World War ll-once in 1951 
and again in 1968. Speaking as a Sen
ator who believes in the preservation of 
Congre.3s constitutional role, vis-a-vis the 
Executive, I think that these two actions 
were mistakes, and I would urge that 
we not strike out a third time. 
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I recall that a few moments ago, the 
Senator from New Hampshire said, in re
sponse to a query from the Senator from 
Hawaii, that the action Congress took 
in 1968 in giving this authority to Pres
ident Johnson was cowardlY. I agree with 
him. It certainly was. And I cannot see 
why it is any less cowardly today, in 1970, 
than it was in 1968. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I may 
have more to say on this subject later, 
before final action is taken on this bill. 
But at this point I simply want to register 
vigorously my opposition to section 411, 
on page 61 of this bill, which in my judg
ment is both bad legislation and bad 
policy. 

I think it is bad legislation, and I sup
pose that almost everyone in the Cham
ber would agree, for a committee of the 
Senate to spend long hours in making 
careful judgments about individual ap
propriation items and then come along 
at the last minute and say, "Despite all 
those judgments we have made, we are 
not going to stay with those judgments 
but instead are going to give the Presi
dent power to override them in certain 
particulars." 

I think that if the Senate wants to ap
propriate less money than this bill would 
otherwise provide without section 411, it 
ought to go ahead and do it straight out. 
I think we are smart enough and our 
committees are diligent enough that we 
can make these judgments in regard to 
particular items. Not only can we make 
them, but the Constitution and our sys
tem of government require us to do so. 

I think that however well inten
tioned-and it certainly is well inten
tioned-the authors of this section are, 
it is not a move that fosters the legisla
tive process working the way it was 
intended to work. 

But more important, Mr. President, 
I am 'vigorously opposed to section 411 
of this bill because it is bad policy. Why 
pick this bill out? Why, when we decide 
that we are going to cut 2 percent of an 
appropriation, do we not put that on a 
bill where there is real money or where 
the human needs of this country are 
not most at stake? That is the question 
before the Senate; that is the question 
before the country. Why should the 
people always be the ones who have to 
suffer-the people who need our interest 
and our attention most? They should 
not be the ones to suffer. Those who 
would be served by this bill, those whose 
interests are most at stake in the ap
propriations in this bill for health and 
education, are not the people who ought 
to suffer most if we are going to cut 
expenditures. And by my vote they will 
not. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
should like to address one further clari
fying question, if I may, to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

As I read the Cotton amendment, sec· 
tion 411, it says in part as follows: 

the total available for expenditure shall 
not exceed 98 per centum of the total ap
propriations contained herein. 

Frequently during this debate we have 
heard the expression "the 2-percent 
fund" or "the 2-percent cutoff." I ask 
this question of the Senator from New 

Hampshire: As he reads his own amend
ment, does it not say that the President 
can spend up to 98 percent of the total 
appropriation, but he could, if he wanted, 
spend down to the level of 85 percent? 
Or, to state it another way, what is in 
this amendment that will require him to 
spend at the 98-percent level? 

Mr. COTTON. As a matter of fact, it 
was expressed affirmatively because un
less it was a limitation, it would be sub
ject to a point of order. 

There is no question that the Senator 
from New Hampshire was very glad to 
accept one amendment from the Sena
tor from Missouri because it clarified a 
point that needed to be clarified. But if 
the Senator from Missouri thinks there 
is any question in the minds of either 
the executive department or the HEW, 
or anyone else, this is the wording 
exactly as it is in the House, and it means 
a 2-percent cut, or if he thinks the 
President, whether he is a good or a bad 
politician, can, for a single instant, ac
cept this amendment as authority for 
him to cut deeper, I think he is raising 
some strawmen in this case. 

Furthermore, he will note that in the 
amendment, the amendments state that 
applying this reduction, and that reduc
tion is 2 percent, he cannot reduce any 
one appropriation which has been 
changed by another 15 percent. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CANNON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from New Hampshire yield to the Sena
tor from Missouri? 

Mr. COTI'ON. I yield. 
Mr. EAGLETON. I am not, for one 

moment, challenging the motives of the 
President or the Senator from New 
Hampshire. I am trying to clarify what 
is meant by section 411. The 2-percent 
figure appears nowhere in section 411. 

The language used is as follows: 
The total availa.ble for expenditure shall 

not exceed 98 per centum of the total ap
propriations contained herein. 

A technical, cautious, careful reading 
of the amendment causes me to believe, 
in terms of statutory language, that the 
President would be prohibited from 
spending beyond 98 percent of the ap
propriation but could, in his discretion, 
cut down as low as 85 percent. 

If the Senator from New Hampshire 
will assure me, because of his firm un
derstanding with the President and the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, that it is their intention to 
spend up to the 98 percent of the ap
propriation and only withhold 2 percent 
of the total appropriation, I will remain 
satisfied, despite what I think is the 
rather inadequate legislative language to 
accomplish that desired end. 

Mr. COTTON. I have already and do 
give him that assurance, but let me give 
him a little further assurance that 
under the language in the amendment, 
when it says that in the application of 
this limitation, no appropriation may be 
reduced by more than 15 percent. Now, 
instead of that phraseology, another ap
proach would be to give the President 
authority to reduce by so much, and this 

was ruled out in the House on a point of 
order, as legislation in an appropriation 
bill. If this were so amended, it could be 
immediately thrown out by the objec
tion of any one Member as legislation in 
an appropriation bill. 

This must be a limitation. It is a lim
itation. The very expression in the 
amendment "in applying this reduction" 
means that it refers to the 2-percent 
reduction. 

I can assure the Senator that there 
will be no bad faith on this. As a matter 
of fact, I somewhat regret that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Missouri was adopted, because in a way 
it can complicate the administration of 
the bill, and in some cases it will be a 
case of Aunt Jemima's recipe, a pinch 
here and a pinch there. Under some of 
the individual appropriations, we hold 
this provision as a line item to mean that 
there will be some dispersal and dissipa
tion of the effectiveness of the money, 
but only in minor instances. However, in 
the interest of clarity I am happy that 
we have the amendment. 

But on this point, I can assure the 
Senator he need have no apprehensions. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
should like now to speak on the Cotton 
amendment. I thank the Senator from 
New Hampshire for his clarifying re
marks. 

I am opposed to the amendment for an 
abundant number of reasons, including 
some of those previously stated by the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. HAR
RIS), and others who have spoken in 
opposition. 

I should like to make one point, and 
one point as clearly as I can. In vetoing 
the HEW bill earlier this year, the Presi
dent of the United States went on nation
wide television with all the drama and 
the fanfare connected with a Presiden
tial appearance, including the props and 
the fountain pen with which to sign the 
veto. 

He delivered his speech about the evils 
of inflation and the necessity to fight in
flation by cutting the HEW bill. 

As I watched his remarks, one of the 
more dramatic and, from a forensic point 
of view, telling arguments the President 
made in support of his veto was that part 
which related to impacted aid. 

The President stated as follows, and I 
am quoting from the weekly compilation 
of Presidential documents, Monday, Feb
ruary 2, 1970, in which the full remarks 
of President Nixon on radio and televi
sion on January 26, 1970, are contained. 

I quote the part relating to impacted 
aid. 

Said President Nixon: 
An example of the unfairness of this bill 

is the Impacted Aid Program which is sup
posed to help areas which need assistance 
because of the presence of Federal installa
tions. The bill provides $6 million for the 
one-half million people who live in the rich
est county in the United States-

! interject here to say parenthetically 
that that is Montgomery County, Md.
and only $3 million for the three million 
people that live in the 100 poorest counties 
in the United States. 

President Eisenhower, President Kennedy, 
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President Johnson all criticized this ·program 
as being unfair. And yet the Congress in this 
bill not only perpetuates this unfair program, 
it adds money to it. 

So spoke the President of the United 
States on January 26, 1970. 

In appearances before committees of 
Congress, Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare Finch has denounced 
and rejected the concept of impacted 
aid, citing the Batelle report. Secretary 
Finch has stated that impacted aid was 
outmoded; that it was overly lavish; and 
that it favored school districts of af
fluence, such as Montgomery County, but 
that it ignored, as the President pointed 
out, the 100 poorest counties in the 
United States. 

Earlier in 1969, the President was so 
opposed to impacted aid that his orig
inal budget recommendation to Congress 
was a meager $202 million. 

I repeat, the President cited the al
leged excessiveness of impacted aid as 
one of the principal reasons for vetoing 
what he deemed to be an excessively 
lavish HEW bill. 

What has happened to impacted aid 
now? What is the President's position 
today with respect to this program that 
he alleged to be one of the major con
tributing causes for his vetoing of the 
HEW bill? Where does it remain in the 
final bill? Where does it stand in terms 
of this agreement which the Senator 
from New Hampshire has achieved from 
both the White House and HEW? 

Here are the remarks of the Senator 
from New Hampshire-so precious and 
so sacred is impacted aid-that he said, 
"I had it confirmed from the top on this 
one." With respect to impacted aid, he 
did not just have to rely on the word of 
Secretary Finch as he did with respect 
to other programs such as elementary 
and secondary school education, guid
ance counseling, or university construc
tion. 

To use the Senator from New Hamp
shire's language on impacted aid, he 
said, "I had to get this confirmed from 
the top." And what did he get confirmed 
••from the top"? He got confirmed "from 
the top"-meaning, I presume, the Pres
ident of the United States-that the 
White House would go along with the 
impacted aid program that is in the bill 
now at $520 million. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Not at this moment. 
I will yield in a moment. 

The original Nixon budget recommen
dation was $202 million. And a few weeks 
ago, in the spirit of compromise-and 
that is the word that the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) likes to use
kicking and screaming and hating every 
minute of it, the President apparently 
agreed to $440 million for impacted aid. 

Now the President of the United States, 
the man "from the top," goes along with 
the figure of $520 million for impacted 
aid. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the Sen
ator used my name. I ask him to yield 
tome. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield. 
Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, in the 

first place, I have not had one word of 
conversation directly with the President 
of the United States on this subject. 

Second, there has been no kicking and 
screaming. 

Third, and more important, and I have 
the bona fide assurance from those rep
resenting the President that in the in
stances of impacted area funds, Hill
Burton hospital construction funds, in 
the event the amendment is agreed to 
and the bill passes and should be signed 
into law by the President, those funds 
will not be touched. 

The President has not even given them 
information that he will not veto the 
bill with the Cotton amendment in it. 

So, no one has led the President down 
the line kicking and screaming. He has 
made no agreement, other than I am sure 
he has agreed that if the bill passes with 
the Cotton amendment in it and is signed 
into law-and he has this authority-he 
will not touch those two items. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, there 
is no disagreement between me and the 
Senator from New Hampshire. He said 
he got it "from the top." I care not 
whether it was Ehrlichman or Dent or 
whoever. He has it signed in blood that 
if this bill is signed and becomes law, not 
one penny of the $520 million for im
pacted aid will be touched-not a hair 
on its head. 

The end result is that it has been 
pledged that the President will live up to 
that agreement. That is all the Senator 
said. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the Sen
ator said I had secured an agreement 
from the President that he would accept 
it and would not touch these funds. 

I have no agreement that he would ac
cept this as a bill with or without my 
amendment. 

I only have from sources that I will 
guarantee that should the bill pass with 
my amendment in it and should the 
President enact it into law and sign it, 
he would not touch those two funds. And 
that is all. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, again 
I understand the Senator from New 
Hampshire. If the bill becomes law and 
is signed by the President, he has the 
firm irrevocable understanding that he 
has pledged to the other 99 Members of 
the Senate that not one dime of im
pacted aid will be touched. 

I am not here to decry impacted aid. 
Despite some abuses in the impacted aid 
program, I believe it serves a beneficial 
purpose. I have supported it. Indeed, a 
recent amendment of mine was adopted 
in the Senate which I think further im
proves the program. 

Like everyone else, shortly before 
Christmas, we marched behind the Sen
ator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) who 
tried to put $65 million additional into 
the impacted aid fund. The Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) led the charge. 
I followed his leadership. The Allott 
amendment was adopted by a lopsided 
73-9 vote. 

Mr. President, I realize that there is 
considerable constituency for impacted 
aid. 

But what I regard and what I think is 
hypocrisy is to go on the national tele
vision networks as the President of the 
United States and tell the people of this 
country that the HEW bill is inflationary 
and cite that as one of the more cogent 

and convincing reasons for vetoing the 
impacted aid program and cite the very 
rich county that receives $6 million 
of impacted aid-to do all of this, and 
then to turn around 1 month later and 
agree to fully fund the very program 
which he, the President, had earlier 
condemned. 

President Nixon made a convincing 
appeal on television. He said that 100 
poor counties are getting nothing out of 
impacted aid. He said: 

Th at is wrong. And that is one of t he 
reasons, my fellow citizens, why I am veto
ing this bill. 

After making that convincing televi
sion pitch to the American people, we 
now find that this allegedly sinister, in
flationary, inequitable impacted aid is 
not $202 million as President Nixon orig
inally requested, not $440 million as he 
later agreed to, but now $52( million. 
Furthermore, from "on top" we find that 
it is untouchable. 

I think that this is incor..s1stency at 
its highest. It is political hypocrisy. I 
cannot, for the life of me, comprehend 
how a program President Nixon viewed 
as almost sinister or evil in January 
1970 becomes a sacred, untouchable pro
gram 1 month later. 

For _this and other reasons, I will vote 
against the Cotton amendment. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I have 

enjoyed listening to the colloquy very 
much indeed. I compliment my esteemed 
colleague, the Senator from Missouri, on 
his most forceful performance. 

I should like to point out that it has 
been well known that five Presidents of 
the United States have been in disagree
ment with the formula f'Or impacted 
aid-not with the principle of impacted 
aid or the need-but with the formula. 
I believe it is a bad formula. 

This year, as the esteemed Senator 
knows-as he is on the committee
there was an attempt even to push this 
formula further out of proper usage. 
There was a proposal before the com
mittee that would put all low family in
come housing under the impacted aid 
formula. 

The impacted aid formula at the out
set was made very necessary by the move
ment of military installations which took 
so much potential tax land off the local 
tax rolls. 

I have one area, China Lake, in my 
State which is 100 percent federally im
pacted by military. Obviously, impacted 
aid funds for this and other heavily im
pacted districts is a matter of survival. 
I have another district, Travis Unifiea 
District, where impacted aid assistance 
represents 49.13 percent of the total cur
rent expenses. 

There have been many of us who be
lieve the formula can be improved, and 
hope to review changes in it in the near 
future. 

Certainly the esteemed Senator knows 
that I was always-almost to the place 
where I got tired of hearing myself
have consistently insisted on the impor
tance and need for the program. At the 
same time there are areas where this 
formula works improperly. Actually, the 
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area where the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare lived, when he lived 
in California, came under impacted aid. 
It is one of the richest areas in the State, 
and actually did not need it. 

It is an irresistible attempt to take 
advantage of some existing Federal con
ditions of help. 

To accuse the President of hypocrisy 
disturbs me greatly. I do not think my 
colleague really intended that. I think in 
the emotion of his argument he may have 
been carried away by the vehemence of 
his own rhetoric. 

I assure the Senator I have had the 
great privilege of knowing the President 
for some 30 years, going back to before 
the time when he 'Vas a Member of Con
gress. There have been attempts to at
tack him on all sorts of grounds, but over 
the years I have !'ound him to be very 
honorable and trustworthy. I was never 
concerned from the beginning that the 
impacted areas that properly needed at
tention would not get that full attention 
from the President. The remarks by the 
Senator from New Hampshire which 
have been made here, reflect completely 
an effort to bring into balance a budget 
that we must balance. I do not think that 
all the histrionics in the world will 
change the fact that one vf the most seri
ous and most dangerous problems we 
must face, whether we like it or not is 
inflation, inflation which was unfortu
nately taken up as a way of life which 
was considered a new approach, but 
which has gotten us into serious trouble. 

When I was campaigning 5 years ago 
I used to say that a little inflation was 
like a little diphtheria in that it could 
not hurt you very much but if it got out 
of control it could kill you. 

This is the condition we now fear and 
it must be cured. 

This is what the President is trying to 
do now, and whether it is done with this 
bill or other bills, he is trying to slow 
down this wild inflationary spiral which 
threatens to destroy our permanent val
ues and create havoc with the economy 
of our country, and cause a condition 
that could make all that we have worked 
for so hard disappear. 

I think the conditions of this amend
ment are a reflection of a man who is a 
man of compromise, who is trying to find 
the best possible means under existing 
circumstances, and who in keeping with 
his stated political intentions, and an 
honest approach to the problem, is try
ing to proceed on a sound basis, and do 
what is needed and is just, I think he un
derstands this. 

I have discussed the matter with the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, whom I have known for many years 
also and for whom I have great respect. 
There have been times when he has been 
criticized for doing things he thought 
we1·e right. 

I think the outlook with respect to the 
possibility of accomplishing our joint 
purposes are better today than they were 
6 months ago and conditions are sounder 
today than they were 5 years ago when 
I first ca;me here. 

Mr. President, I hope my distinguished 
colleague, even though he felt inclined 
to vote against this amendment, would 
at least look at it calmly in the light of 
the intention, calmly in the light of the 

conditions, and calmly in the light of 
what we, the elected representatives of 
our several 50 States are here attempting 
to do; and not to make what might be 
misconstrued as a political attack on 
some adversary, not to make what might 
be construed as an emotional appeal. 
This is the consideration of this amend
ment; it is a good consideration; and it 
is one that will accomplish, I believe, 
what we all wish to achieve. 

Therefore, I urge my distinguished 
colleague to really commune with him
self calmly for a minute or two and see 
if he cannot see the logic and reason of 
the Senator from California's argument 
and possibly we could join together in 
voting to agree to the amendment, which 
in my opinion, given the situation we 
are in, is a sound amendment and one 
which I sincerely hope will be accepted 
by the Senate. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, al
though the Senator from California and 
I may have our political and philosophi
cal disagreements, we have no personal 
disagreements. I respect the Senator's 
comments. However, I feel quite as 
strongly about this matter as I did be
fore. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank my distin
guished colleague. I know that sometimes 
we seem to disagree politically, in reflect
ing upon our voting records. Philosophi
cally I do not think we have had a chance 
to discuss it but I look forward to the 
opportunity. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, the mood of Congress seems to 
vary from month to month and from sea
son to season. Last July 22, 1969, we 
passed Public Law 91-47 in which we 
required the President to cut expendi
tures $1 billion below his overall budget 
of $192.9 billion. 

Public Law 91-47 reads in part as fol
lows: 

SEc. 401. (a) Expenditures and net lend
ing (budget outlays) of the Federal Govern
ment during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1970, shall not exceed $191,900,000,000 
budgetary proposals varies from the Presi
dent's recommendations reflected in the 
"Review of the 1970 Budget" appearing on 
pages E2993-2996 of the Congress~onal Rec
ord of April 16, 1969, the Director of the Bu
reau of the Budget shall report to the Presi
dent and to the Congress his estimate of the 
effect of such action or inaction on expendi
tures and net lending (budget outlays), and 
the limitation set forth herein shall be cor
respondingly adjusted: Provided further, 
That the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget shall report to the President and to 
the Congress his estimate of the effect on 
expenditures and net lending (budget out
lays) of other actions by the Congress 
(whether initiated by the President or the 
Congress) and the limitation set forth here
in shall be correspondingly adjusted: Pro• 
vided further, That net congressional ac
tions or inactions affecting expenditures and 
net lending reflected in the "Review of the 
1970 Budget" shall not serve to reduce the 
foregoing limitation of $191,900,000,000 un
less and until such actions or inactions re
sult in a. net reduction of $1,000,000,000 be-
low total expenditures and net lending esti
mated for 1970 in the Review of the 1970 
Budget." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that all of title IV of Public Law 
91-47 may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the title was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

TITLE IV 
LIMITATION ON FISCAL YEAR 1970 BUDGET 

OUTLAYS 

SEc. 401. (a) Expenditures and net lending 
(budget outlays) of the Federal Government 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, 
shall not exceed $191,900,000,000: Provided, 
That whenever action, or inaction, by the 
Congress on requests for appropriations and 
other budgetary proposals varies from the 
President's recommendations reflected in the 
"Review of the 1970 Budget" appearing on 
pages E2993-2996 of the Congressional Record 
of April 16, 1969, the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget shall report to the President 
and to the Congress his estimate of the effect 
of such action or inaction on expenditures 
and net lending (budget outlays) , and the 
limitation set forth herein shall be corre
spondingly adjusted: Provided further, That 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall 
report to the President and to the Congress 
his estimate of the effect on expenditures and 
net lending (budget outlays) of other actions 
by the Congress (whether initiated by the 
President or the Congress) and the limitation 
set forth herein shall be correspondingly 
adjusted: Provided further, That net con
gressional actions or inactions affecting ex
penditures and net lending reflected in the 
"Review of the 1970 Budget" shall not serve 
to reduce the foregoing limitation of $191 ,-
900,000,000 unless and until such actions or 
inactions result in a. net reduction of $1 ,000,-
000,000 below total expenditures and net 
lending estimated for 1970 in the "Review of 
the 1970 Budget". 

(b) (1) In the event the President shall 
estimate and determine that expenditures 
and net lending (budget outlays) during the 
fiscal year 1970 for the following items (the 
expenditures for which arise under appro
priations or other authority not requiring 
annual action by the Congress) appearing on 
page 16 of the budget for such fiscal year 
(H. Doc. 91-15, part 1, Ninety-first Congress), 
namely: 

(i) items designated •'Social security, 
Medicare, and other social insurance trust 
funds"; 

(ii) the appropriation "National service 
life insurance (trust fund)" included in the 
items designated "Veterans pensions, com
pensation, and insurance"; 

(iii) the item "Interest"; and 
(iv) the item "Farm price supports (Com

modity Credit Corporation)" 
will exceed the estimates included for such 
items in the "Review of the 1970 Budget" re
ferred to in subsection (a) hereof, the Presi
dent may, after notification in writing to the 
Congress stating his reasons therefor, adjust 
accordingly the amount of the overall limita
tion provided in subsection (a) . 

(2) In the event the President shall esti
mate and determine that receipts (credited 
against expenditures and net lending) dur
ing the fiscal year 1970 derived from: 

(i) sales of financial assets of programs ad
ministered by the Farmers Home Adminis
tration, Export-Import Bank, agencies of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, the Veterans' Administration, and the 
Small Business Administration; and 

(ii) leases of lands on the OUter Continen
tal Shelf will be less than the estimates in
cluded for such items in the "Review of the 
1970 Budget" referred to in subsection (a) 
hereof, the President may, after notification 
in writing to the Congress stating his rea
sons therefor, adjust accordingly the amount 
of the overall limitation provided in subsec
tion (a). 

(3) The aggregate amount of the adjust
ments made pursuant to paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of this subsection shall not exceed 
$2,000,000,000. 

(c) The Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget shall repor·t periodically to the Presi
dent and to the Congress on the operation of 
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this section. The first such report shall be 
made at the end of the first month which 
begins after the date of approval of this Act; 
subsequent reports shall be made at the end 
of each calendar month during the first ses
sion of the Ninety-first Congress, and at the 
end of each calendar quarter thereafter. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I voted against this. I was one 
of the few Members of the Senate who 
voted against it because I thoughii it im
possible for the President to reduce his 
budget below $192.9 billion. 

Here we a::-e in Congress just a few 
months later insisting that the President 
not only spend the full amount of his 
budget but much more. 

In 1968 we passed a provision requir
ing President Johnson to cut his budget 
by $6 billion. This was an item veto. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD sec
tion 202, "Reduction of $6 billion in ex
penditures during fiscal year 1969," from 
the Revenue and Expenditure Control 
Act of 1968, Public Law 90-364. 

There being no objection, the section 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Sec. 202 Reduction of $6 billion in expendi

tures during fiscal year 1969 
(a) Expenditures and net lending during 

the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, under 
the Budget of the United States Government 
(estimated on page 55 of House Document 
No. 225, Part 1, 90th Congress, as totaling 
$186,062,000,000), shall not exceed $180,062,-
000,000, except by expenditures and net 
lending-

( 1) which the President may determine 
are necessary for special support of Vietnam 
operations in excess of the amounts esti
mated therefor in the Budget, 

(2) for interest in excess of the amounts 
estimated therefor in the Budget, 

(3) for veterans' benefits and services in 
excess of the amounts estimated therefor 
in the Budget, and 

(4) for payments from trust funds estab
lished by the Social Security Act, as amended, 
in excess of the amounts estimated therefor 
in the Budget. 

(b) The President shall reserve from ex
penditure and net lending, from appropria
tions or other obligational authority hereto
fore or hereafter made available, such 
amounts as may be necessary to effectuate 
the provisions of subsection (a). 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, my reason for bringing up 
this matter is to indicate these laws we 
passed previously are far more of an 
item veto than the provision that is in 
the bill today offered by the Senator ~rom 
New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON). 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine is recognized. 
Mr. MUSK.IE. Mr. President, I rise 

with respect to the Cotton amendment, 
primarily to raise some questions to 
which I hope to call the attention of the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

I have before me some figures that I 
have been assured are reliable. They 
show the potential impact of the Cotton 
amendment on some of the items in the 
appropriation bill. They suggest some 
conclusions that I would want to modify 
if my basic information is incorrect. So 
I am happy to see the Senator from New 
Hampshire on the floor for the purpose 
of checking my figures. 

As I understand the potential impact 

of the Cotton amendment, it is this: one, 
that impacted-aid programs will not be 
affected; and two, that the Hill-Burton 
hospital construction funds will not be 
affected. 

Am I correct? 
Mr. COTTON. That is correct. 
Mr. MUSK.IE. That would appear to 

leave 18 other items-! do not know 
whether it is technically accurate to 
refer to them as line item appropriation 
matters-from which the 2-percent re
duction is to be made. 

As I understand the intention of the 
administration, the impact would be as 
follows. I would like to go through these 
18 items. I think the Senator has on his 
desk a copy of the sheet which I have. 

Mr. COTTON. Yes, I have. I would 
rather follow on my own, although there 
are in my own now three items that have 
to be corrected. 

Mr. MUSK.IE. Let me take the Senator 
through this sheet. In order to explain 
its organization, first let me say that 
there are 18 items, ranging from air pol
lution control to mental health facilities 
construction. 

Mr. COTTON. Yes. 
Mr. MUSKIE. There is a column of 

:figures which is headed "Vetoed bill," 
representing the figures provided for the 
items in the vetoed bill. Another column 
has the House figure. The third column 
has the Senate figure without the Cotton 
amendment. The fourth column is the 
Nixon budget request. The fifth column 
has the Senate figure after the Cotton 
amendment is applied. Then in the last 
column is the percent of capitulation 
which the Cotton amendment would rep
resent in the sense of reducing the Sen
ate appropriations toward the Nixon 
budget. 

If I am correct in the analysis which 
this chart represents, in 11 of these items 
there would be a 100-percent capitulation 
on the part of the Senate to the Nixon 
budget request. In those 11 instances, the 
effect of the Cotton amendment is to 
adopt the Nixon budget figure. 

With respect to the other seven items, 
one would represent a capitulation of 70 
percent, three others of 50 percent, and 
three others of 15 percent. 

If any of these :figures are incorrect, 
I shall be glad to have the Senator com
ment at this time. I understand, because 
of the computations involved, the Sena
tor may not have been able to check 
accurately. 

Mr. COTTON. I would like to call at
tention to two or three figures. The Sen
ator is talking about a 50 percent cut in 
elementary and secondary education 
from the original budget. Is that correct? 

Mr. MUSKIE. No. I am referring to a 
50-percent reduction in the difference 
between the Nixon budget request and 
the Senate appropriation after the ap
plication of the Cotton amendment. In 
other words, these percentages are per
centages of the difference between the 
Nixon budget request and the Senate 
appropriation after the intended appli
cation of the Cotton amendment, so that 
all of these figures are well within the 
15 percent limitation. 

Mr. COTTON. As a minor matter, I 
might point out that my sheet does not 
go from air pollution control to mental 
retardation. It goes from air pollution 

control to menJtal retardation to child 
welfare. In other words, I find some items 
missing on the distinguished Senator's 
list. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I also have before 
me the sheet that the Senator has. 

Mr. COTTON. Yes. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Which represents a t::>tal 

reduction. 
Mr. COTTON. Some of them are 

bunched. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I see. I had only these. 
Mr. COTTON. May I see · the sheet? 
No, I do not have that sheet. May I 

take the Senator a copy of my sheet? 
This contains the appropriations as the 
budget officer went over them with me, 
and we worked on them. 

Mr. MUSKIE. May I continue with 
what I started to say? I have another 
sheet. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the chart to which I have been 
addressing myself and another chart 
be printed in the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
object-! note that the distinguished 
Senator has made no reference at all 
to the items in title 1 in this bill or in 
title 3 in this bill other than those that 
are exempted from the Cotton amend
ment, and all of which are subject to the 
cut. Was that by intention, or what was 
the pw·pose? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I 
give the Senator .ihe basis of the informa
tion I am discussing here and asking 
questions about? 

The second chart which I have asked 
to be placed in the RECORD, and which I 
shall be glad to show to the Senator, is 
one I obtained from the committee staff 
when I inquired if the staff had any in
formation as to the items which the ad
ministration planned to cut if the Cot
ton amendment were to become law. This 
is the summary that I was given as the 
probable impact of the Cotton amend
ment if it were applied. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
object-! want to make it clear that I 
think the Senator has still overlooked 
the fact that the Cotton amendment 
applies to titles 1 and 3 of the bill, as 
also to title 2. All of the reductions do not 
have to be made out of the HEW appro
priation. That is the point I am making. 

Mr. COTTON. And also Labor. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Title 1 is Labor. Title 

3 is related agencies, such as OEO and 
many other which are in title 3. 

It would be completely improper to as
sume that all of the cuts would be made 
out of HEW. That is the point I am 
making. 

Mr. COTTON. I will say to the Senator 
that, so far as the information furnished 
me is concerned, and apparently the in
format ion furnished the staff of the 
committee, it indicates that all the cuts 
will be made out of HEW. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I get 
approval of my request that these sheets 
be included in the RECORD? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the sheets 
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
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Appropriation 

Senate figure 
without Nixon budget After Cotton 
Cotton request amendment Percent capitulation Vetoed bill House figure 

~i!n~~~~~~~n~-o-~t~~~~ ~ ~ = = = ==~=== =~ =~== =~==~= ============ === ::::::::: = = :: = = == ==== == == == = $1 ~: ~~~: ~ District of Columbia medical facilities --------------------------- ---- -- ------------------- 10,000,000 
National Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Diseases________________ ______________________ 146,334,000 
National Institute of Neurological Diseases and Stroke____ _________________________________ 106,978,000 
National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases------ ---------- ---------------------- - 103,694,500 
National Institute of General Medical Sciences------------------- ------------------------- 164,644,000 

$108, 080, 000 
44,975,000 
10,000 000 

146,334:000 
106, 978, 000 
103, 694, 500 
164, 644, 000 

$108,800,000 $95, 800, 000 $102,800,000 50 percent. 
44, 975, 000 44, 975, 000 38 675 000 15 percent 
10,000,000 -------------- 8; 500:000 15 percent 

146,334,000 137,668,000 137,668,000 Total. 
106,978, ooo 101, 256, 000 101, 256, 000 Tota 1. 
103,694, 500 102, 389, 000 102, 388 500 Total. 

~:~t~~a~~~rJ~~~~-~~~;;;;~~~s==== = = == == == == = = == == ==== ============ == == == == ==== == ====== == = 
2

i1; ~~~: g~ Elementary and secondary education _____________________________________________________ 717,036,700 

76,658,000 
234, 470, 000 

11,722,000 
638,553,700 

164,644, 000 154,288,000 154,288:000 Total. 
76, 658, 000 69,698, 000 69, 698, 000 Total. 

234,470, 000 224, 220, 000 218,939,000 Total<+). 
11,722,000 10,887,000 11,722, 000 Total. 

Instructional equipment__ ___________ -- __ -- __ --------------------------_________________ 48, 740, 000 
Education professions development_ ______ ------ ____________ ----------___________________ 107, 500, 000 

43,740,000 
107,500,000 
871,874,000 
391, 716, 000 
148~ 881, 000 
lOu, 000,000 
37,000,000 

638, 553, 700 460, 578, 700 542, 853, 700 50 percent. 
43,740,000 -------------- 37,240,000 15 percent 

i~l~~~~~l~*~1a~H:H::==E\:~=-~~-~-=~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~=~~~~~~=~~~-=i ==~ ~~ ~ m 
107,500,000 103,750, 000 103,750,000 Total. 
871, 874, 000 771, 774, 000 771, 774, 000 Total. 
391, 716, 000 347, 216, 000 346, 096, 000 Total. 
148,881,000 117,700,000 126,581,000 70 percent 
100,000, 000 91 , 850,000 91,850,000 Total. 
37,000,000 33,000,000 35,000,000 50 percent. 

Only change was the adoption of a general 
provision by Senator COTTON which cuts back 
the amount available ($19,381,920,200) by 2 
percent. 

If the 2 percent remains in the bill, certain 
reductions totaling $347,296,000 will be made 
as follows: 

Reduction 
Air pollution controL_______ -$6,000,000 
Mental health_______________ -6,300, 000 
District of Columbia medical 

facilities ---------------- -1, 500, 000 
National Institute of Arthritis 

and Metabolic Diseases____ -8,666,000 
National Institute of Neuro-

logical Diseases and Stroke_ -$5,722,000 
National Institute of Allergy 

and Infectious Diseases____ -1, 306, 000 
National Institute of General 

Medical Sciences----------- -10, 356, 000 
General research and services_ -6,960,000 
Health manpower___________ -15,531,000 
Dental health--------------- -835, 000 
Elementary and secondary ed-

ucation ------------------ -95, 700, 000 
Instructional equipment_____ -6,500,000 
Education professions devel-

opment------------------ -3,750,000 
Higher education ___________ -$100, 100, 000 
Vocational education________ -45, 620, 000 
Libraries and community serv-

ices ---------------------- -22, 300, 000 
Education for the handi-

capped ------------------- -8, 150, 000 
Mental retardation, construc-

tion---------------------- -2, 000, 000 

Total reduction ________ -347, 296, 000 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I 
first respond to the Senator from 
Florida? My understanding is exactly 
as stated, that the Cotton amendment 
could apply to all those sections of the 
appropriation bill to which the Senator 
from Florida has referred, and it is not 
my desire to misinform the Senate with 
respect to that. But I speak here this 
afternoon to try to get as much informa
tion as I can as to the impact of the 
Cotton amendment, because the kind of 
discretion it gives to the President cre
ates a concern on the part of the Sen
ator from Maine as to what the applica
tion of that discretion might be-if we 
can ascertain any intention at all on the 
part of the administration. 

It was on that point that I approached 
the committee staff and was given the 
second chart which I have put in the REc
ORD, and of which the Senator from New 
Hampshire, I am sw·e, will say conforms 
pretty closely, if not identically, with the 
information he received from the same 
sources and for the same purposes. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, it has 
some items bunched. They are not sep-

arated by items, and in view of the 
change in the amendment a few mo
ments ago, at the suggestion of the Sen
ator from Missouri, they have to be 
separated even more. I can deal with 
them in the detail which I have and with 
which I am familiar, and the cuts, but 
I find myself a little at a loss to deal 
with them accurately as they are 
bunched together. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I think we may discuss 
the chart in · detail just to point out a 
few illustrative examples which might be 
helpful. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield again, I think the sec
ond list represents the statement made to 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire, if I understood it-and I lis
tened quite attentively in the meeting 
of the Appropriations Committee
which was made up by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare as rep
resenting the recommendations and sug
gestions that he would make to the Ex
ecutive for cuts, if he were requested 
to do so. 

It never entered my head that this 
was to represent the total of the cuts to 
be made, because I think that, coming at 
this time in the year, with 8 months al
ready behind us, there are various items 
in title III, of related agencies, and also 
various items in title I, which deals with 
the Labor Department, which are sus
ceptible to being cut in relatively small 
amounts, that would add to the total of 
the reduction as against this bill. 

We have no infonnation at all, at least 
the Senator from Florida has no infor
mation, as to what may be the expecta
tion of making any cuts as against those 
items. 

Under the Cotton amendment, per
mission would be given, in making the 
total reduction, to cut up to 15-percent 
against all of those items in title I and 
title III, except those that are exempted 
under the Cotton amendment, specifical
ly by its terms, such as the Railroad Re
tirement Board and other matters. I shall 
not name them; the amendment shows 
what they are. 

So it was never within the mind of this 
Senator, nor I believe of the committee, 
that the second list, placed in the REc
ORD by my distinguished friend from 
Maine, covered anything else than rec
ommendations which were to be made by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare in the event he was requested by 
the executive to apply this amendment to 

his department, and by no means would 
the executive be bound to look solely to 
this Department for the making of the 
total reduction. 

That is the point I wanted to make. 
Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator's comments 

are very helpful to me in explaining what 
was in his mind with respect to this bill. 
Nevertheless, what concerns me is that 
the 18 items to which we are referring 
now have been in particular controversy 
as between the administration and Con
gress. There has been some indication, 
certainly-how strong it is, how defin
itive, or how binding I do not know
in the committee and perhaps elsewhere, 
that these are the 18 items which may 
be targeted for cuts if the Cotton amend
ment were agreed to. Those of us in the 
Senate who are concerned about the po
tential impact of the Cotton amendment 
can and I think should appropriately 
look at what we have been told with re
spect to the possible impact on these 18 
items. 

For example-and this may be one that 
is lwnped together in the list of the Sen
ator from New Hampshire--

Mr. CO'ITON. No; mine were not 
lumped together. I have 30 items on my 
list. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I have 18. For example, 
it is indicated here that higher educa
tion would be cut $100 million if the Cot
ton amendment were adopted. That 
would be a cutback to the original Nix
on budget request, or, in other words, a 
100-percent capitulation on the part of 
the Senate to the President-if this in
formation, which is the basis of my ques
tion, is correct. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Well, the information 
is not correct. It is my fault, I suppose, 
but that item could not be cut to that 
degree. It can be cut, probably, by $100 
million, but not in accordance with the 
information afforded by HEW to me, be
cause there was a misapprehension about 
the line items. 

So, may I say to the Senator from 
Maine--

Mr. MUSKIE. Incidentally, these fig
ures are figures given to be before the 
Eagleton amendment was agreed to. So 
it may need some clarification on the 
basis of the Eagleton amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. That is right. Perhaps 
I used poor generalship, whether we were 
in combat or in controversy, by shooting 
straight from the shoulder; but I felt 
the Senate was entitled to every bit uf 
inf.ormation I had as to where these cuts 
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were likely to be applied, as recommended 
by the Department, and I gave that 
information. 

It is perfectly true that what I have 
before me as a chart has first the amount 
originally in the House bill and second 
the proposed reduction -:.mder the present 
House bill. It is certainly relevant, and it 
is certainly proper, that the Senator 
from Maine should go back and compare 
it with the original budget request of the 
President. That is highly proper, but I 
do not know that I can-! do not share 
that information on my chart. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I see. Well, the Senator 
may have an opportunity later--

Mr. COTTON. But I have the amounts 
here--not the percentages but the 
amounts-and I take it that the chart 
prepared by the distinguished Senator 
from Maine is fairly accurate, although 
it appears that certain items may be 
grouped differently than on mine. 

I have to answer the questions fr.om 
my information rather than on his basis, 
and perhaps we will be working at cross
purposes. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Let me first list the 11 
items in this chart which show a 100-
percent capitulation on the part of the 
Senate to the budget request. They are 
the National Institute of Arthritis and 
Metabolic Diseases, the National In
stitute of Neurological Diseases and 
Stroke, the National Institute of Allergy 
and Infectious Diseases, the National In
stitute of General Medical Sciences, gen
eral research and services, health man
power, dental health, education profes
sions development, higher education, 
vocational education, and education for 
the handicapped. 

Mr. COTTON. May I interrupt the 
Senator a moment? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. 
Mr. COTTON. If the Senator wishes 

to call it a capitulation on the part of 
the Senate as to the particular items the 
Senator has read so far-at least, I have 
followed him through the various Insti
tutes of Health-the President could ap
ply the reduction and come out with ex
actly the same figure which he had of
fered the Senate as to those particular 
items in his compromise offer to Con
gress of February 2, after the veto, when 
he wrote to the Speaker of the House and 
said how far he is prepared to go. 

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is correct; 
I am glad to have that clarification. 

Mr. COTTON. I would hasten to add, 
however, that before the Senator terms 
that a capitulation on the part of the 
Senate, there are other items in the In
stitutes of Health. He does not touch 
heart, stroke, and cancer research, and 
so on. So as to those individual items the 
Senator is perfectly correct, so far as he 
has read them, that the President could 
apply 2 percent, so that he would be 
back to his February 2 offer. On the 
other hand, he has got to find a lump 
sum of $232 million over his offer that 
he has to leave untouched. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I understand. Perhaps 
we ought not to go into details until the 
Senator from New Hampshire has had 
a chance to check other items for ac
curacy. There were 11 items that added 
a total reduction to the President's 

February 2 figure; one that represented 
a 70-percent reduction from the Febru
ary 2 figure; three that represented a 50-
percent reduction from the President's 
February 2 figure; and three that repre
sented a 15-percent reduction from the 
February 2 figure. 

Inasmuch as the impacted aid provi
sion will not be affected by the Cotton 
amendment; and inasmuch as Hill-Bur
ton funds will not be affected; inasmuch 
as 11 of the 18 items that appear to be 
areas of cutbacks under the Cotton 
amendment represent increasing the 
President's figure of February 2; it seems 
to me the Senate would be well advised 
to make an educated guess from this 
chart. Rather than adopting a formula 
which leaves the Senator from Florida 
<Mr. HoLLAND), the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON), the Senator 
from Maine, and other Senators in doubt 
as to where cuts will be made and what 
the impact will be, the Senate would be 
well-advised to exercise the appropria
tion function that is ours and either ap
prove the cuts or insist on the Senate 
figure, and let the President work his 
will on the total package? In other 
words, an amendment that purports to 
give the President discretion when ap
plied to the facts as we understand them 
at this moment involves no discretion at 
all. 

We have 13 items that we can predict 
are going to stand in accordance with 
figures now in our possession, and the 
others will stand pretty close to that. 

So it seems to me that we would serve 
ourselves better, we would solve the 
cause of public information better, and 
we would give the country a better pic
ture of the impact of what we are doing, 
if we were to refuse to deal with a for
mula of this kind, with cloaked results
and I do not use the word "cloak" in any 
way invidious with respect to the Sen
ator's motivation. What the Senator is 
trying to do is to work out a formula to 
a void an impasse between Congress and 
the President. 

Mr. COTTON. Yes. 
Mr. MUSKIE. That is a perfectly laud

able objective. But I do object se1iously 
that we use this means to do it. First 
of all, it leaves the result uncertain. Sec
ond, I think it is an abdication of an ap
propriations function that is ow·s and 
that we ought to exercise one way or 
another. 

If we know, :fior example, that the re
sult of this amendment will be to reduce 
these 11 items to the budget figure, why 
do we not here say that the budget fig
ure is good enough for us, that we will 
adopt it, and that we will send those 
down to the White House without fur
ther controversy? If we do not agree with 
that-and, having understood it, we may 
not-then let us say so. Why cloak as a 
discretionary matter something the re
sult of which is pretty far gone, as I 
see it at this moment? 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. COTI'ON. There is much logic and 

cogency to what the distinguished Sen
ator has just observed, as there always is 
to his observations in this body. 

However, as a practical matter, in the 
first place, these are not cut-and-dried 
:figw·es. As I recall, there are approxi
mately four or five items indicated that 
are not going to be touched. The only 
two that are cut and dried are the im
pacted areas and the Hill-Burton funds. 
That has been agreed to, and we have 
that guarantee. 

May I say to the distinguished Senator 
from Maine that there were members of 
the Appropriations Committee on both 
sides of the aisle who in discussing my 
amendment said exactly what he has 
said: Let us go ahead and make our own 
reductions. Let us decide. If there is a 
possibility or reasonable likelihood that 
this would be reduced by 2 percent, the 
overall bill, with the exception of social 
security, railroad retirement, and such 
funds, that the President would then 
sign the bill, and that we would get ac
tion, that is fine. And, rather than leave 
it for the President and HEW to dicker 
around and see what they will do on it, 
let us do it ourselves. That is precisely 
what the Senator from Maine is saying. 

That sounded logical, but difficulties 
were involved. We could not even get to 
the bottom of all the difficulties; and I 
can assure the Senator that, for my part, 
I have worked harder over a period of the 
last few days than at any other time since 
I have been on the Hill-far into the 
night-with the aid of budget officers. 

In some cases, the expenditures in cer
tain items-and it is even more so since 
we got the thing tied up with the sug
gestion of the Senator from Missouri
are funded alreadY. They cannot be cut. 
They are obligated. Other items are in 
an entirely different category. As a mat
ter of fact, HEW has gone all over this. I 
asked them if they could live with the 
15 percent limitation in my amendment, 
so that no single item could go below that. 

They got it all worked out, and I now 
find that it is faulty, because in three 
instances they were group appropria
tions, and this goes to line items. 

The point is that with this distinct 
limitation they still will have to do some 
refining and careful and painstaking 
analysis before they can apply the 2 per
cent. So that the figures I have are as 
near as possible-and they are presented 
honestly-to what they are striving to do, 
but they may not be able to do it. If we 
attempted to do on the :floor of the Sen
ate--what we utterly failed to do in the 
Appropriations Committee, when we were 
trying to bring about exactly what the 
Senator from Maine has suggested-! 
think the result would be chaos. 

The Senator might well come back and 
say, "Then, drop your amendment, be
cause your amendm-ent is so impossible 
that if it is passed on to the President 
and to the department this task cannot 
be accomplished, either in the Appro
priations Committee or on the floor of 
the Senate, there is no validity to the 
amendment." But there is validity to it 
because, one, it makes the President con
cede from his own programs the sum of 
$232 million, in order to meet us some
where near halfway; and he has to con
cede and add to what he offered on Feb
ruary 2, $347 million. He has to add to 
his appropriations, and he also has to 
reduce; and it requires some long pains-
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taking work, even when we are trying 
to correct three places in here that 
turned up since the change from appro
priations to items. My answer is this, 
and then I will get out of the Senator's 
way so that he can make his case, which 
is a strong case. 

My answer is: As the Senator said, the 
problem of the Senator from New Hamp
shire is trying to get something that 
would not cripple any of the programs, at 
the same time that we could get the 
House to be satisfied with and have it 
signed into law. There is a good chance 
my amendment would do this. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield to me for 
a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
INTYRE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Maine yield to the Senator from 
Montana? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I was trying to see 

whether it would be possible to set a 
time limitation to vote at a time certain 
on the pending amendment. How much 
time does the Senator from Maine desire 
to speak further? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I think just 3 minutes 
more would do. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does anyone else 
wish to speak? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to speak for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Wyoming wishes to speak. 

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, 4 or 5 minutes will 
do. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a vote on the 
pending committee amendment occur 
at 3:30 o'clock today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CooK in the chair). Is there objection? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I want to be 
sure that everyone here who wants to 
talk will have that opportunity. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Maine wishes to speak for 5 minutes, the 
Senator from Wyoming 4 minutes, and 
the Senator from Florida 15 minutes. 
We have been in session since 10 o'clock 
this morning. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there 
were a goodly number on the Appro
priations Committee who voted for the 
Cotton amendment who are not now in 
the Chamber. I do not know whether 
they want to speak or not. I voted for it. 
I want to speak on it for around 15 min
utes, but there may be others that may 
wish some time to speak. I do not wish 
to hold up the Senate. I am as anxious to 
get through with this thing as anyone 
else; but I want any Senator who wishes 
to be here to have that same opportunity. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. They will have that 
opportunity. Senators know that a time 
limitation or a time certain to vote has 
never been given without that oppor
tunity first being considered. It has al
ways been understood that Senators who 
could not be here but want to speak on 
a subject would be given an opportunity. 
That will always be the case. 

Mr. SCOTT. I am sure that the joint 
leadership can give that assurance. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. With that assur
ance, I have no objection. 

Mr. COTTON. Could we not be assured 
that they will come in at 3:30? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator can be 
practically assured of that, yes. 

Mr. COTTON. But if we go through to 
4 o'clock or 4:30 o'clock, I know that we 
are going to go a lot longer than that. 
The proponents of my amendment have 
not taken up all the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest to the Senator from Montana? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
MusKIE) such time as he desires. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, following 
the colloquy I have had with the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire, 
I should like to state my objections to the 
Cotton amendment in these terms: 

First, I think it is an undesirable tech
nique for delegating or surrendering 
some part of our appropriations respon
sibility to the White House. 

Second, as it is presently framed, its 
results will be uncertain, even if we ac
cept the opinions of the most optimistic 
who support the amendment. To those 
who are pessimistic about it, its results 
are all too certain. 

Third, the distinguished sponsor of 
the amendment himself is so concerned 
about its application to those programs 
in which he had a special interest, that 
he undertook to get the administration's 
assurance with respect to those pro
grams; namely, impacted aid and hos
pital construction-two worthy pro
grams. 

But the uncertainty of his own amend
ment and its application prompted him 
to get assurance. 

May I say, Mr. President, that there
sults of that assurance to him leads to 
my next point; namely, that the full im
pact of his amendment will inevitably 
force cuts in the 18 items which I have 
described this afternoon-the very areas 
of human need, health and education, 
which have been in the area of contro
versy as between the President and Con
gress since this issue first arose in De
cember of last year. 

That issue is clear cut. It has been out 
in the open since that time. I think that 
the place to decide it now is out in the 
open, on the Senate floor, and not in the 
President's o:ffice in an anonymous, not 
fully revealed exercise of the Executive 
pen. 

These very programs that are likely to 
be cut back fully to the Executive's rec
ommendations are the programs that 
seem to be in the direct line of fire of 
the Cotton amendment. 

That issue should not be decided in 
any ambiguous way. It should be de
cided clearly here on the :floor of the 
Senate. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I op
pOSe the Cotton amendment, with all 
deference to the motives of the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the presence of the Senator from 
Missouri in the Chamber. I wish to re
spond, in part, to some observations he 
made a little while ago. 

First of all, if my memory serves me 
correctly, I think that the Senator from 
Missouri was one of those who voted to 
increase aid to impacted areas. I ask my 
distinguished colleague from Missouri if 
I am not correct about that. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Yes. I so stated in 
my remarks. I said that I followed the 
leadership of the Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. ALLOTT) who led the charge for 
more money. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the fact that the Senator from Mis
souri recognizes the wisdom of follow
ing the lead of my distinguished col
league from Colorado <Mr. ALLOTT). 

Let me say that I was somewhat sur
prised over the remarks made by my 
very good friend from Missouri, that the 
President of the United States not only 
vetoed the bill, not only availed himself 
of nationwide television coverage to veto 
the bill, but even went so far as to use 
props-and that one of the props he used 
to sign the veto bill was a pen. 

I can assure the Senator that I ap
preciate the fact that the President was 
going to some lengths, with props, to use 
a pen to sign the veto message. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States was also characterized as 
one who was forced to take this tack, 
kicking and screaming-! think those 
were the words used by my distinguished 
colleague from Missouri. 

I would suggest that as he reads back 
the record, I suspect he may think his 
characterization of the President's ac
tion was his own interPretation and not 
literally a reflection of the actions of the 
President, because I do not believe very 
many people saw the President actually 
being forced to acquiesce to this program 
kicking and screaming. 

The Senator from Missouri speaks of 
the "hypocrisy of the President." I think 
we can disagree on issues, and most cer
tainly the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri has every right to disagree with 
our President, but I think it is one thing 
to disagree and another thing to launch 
a personal attack upon the President. 

I suggest that when he refers to the 
"hypocrisy of the President," it seems to 
me that he is characterizing the Pres
ident's actions as he would like to inter
pret them and not as I think they deserve 
to be interpreted in the light of what the 
President said. 

Let me read, in order that the record 
may be set fully straight, what the Pres
ident of the United States said in his 
message of yesterday, February 26. This 
is a message to the Congress from the 
White House: 

I propose reduction, termination or re
structuring of 57 programs which are obso
lete, low priority or i.n need of basic reform. 
These program changes would save a total oj 
$2.5 billion in the fiscal year 1971. OJ thi3 
amount, $1.1 billion saving require Con
gresm,onal action--roughly the equivalent oj 
the amount by which the 1971 budget is in 
surplus. 

No government program should be per
mitted to have a life of its own, immune from 
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periodic review of liB effectiveness and its 
place in our list of national priorities. 

Too often in the past, "sacred cows" that 
have outlived their usefulness or need drastic 
revamping have been perpetuated because of 
the influence of special interest groups. 
Others have hung on because they were "too 
small" to be worthy of attention. 

At a time when every dollar of government 
spending must be scrutinized, we cannot af
ford to let mere inertia drain away our 
resources. 

These are the words of the President 
of the United States in the message he 
sent to Congress yesterday. 

I continue reading from the message 
of the President of the United States: 

Some of these programs are the objects of 
great affection by the groups they benefit. 
But when they no longer serve the general 
public interest, they must be repealed or 
reformed. 

No program should be too small to escape 
scrutiny; a small item may be termed a "drop 
in the bucket" of a $200.8 b1llion budget, but 
these drops have a way of adding up. Every 
dollar was sent to the Treasury by some tax
payer who has a right to demand that it be 
well spent. 

I suggest that what the President tried 
to say here is, while some people may say 
these words reflect the hypocrisy of the 
President, he is being forced to make an 
accommodation on the bill. He was not 
kicking and screaming. 

He is aware of the concern of the peo
ple over the inflationary pressures. The 
people want very much to have our 
budget brought as nearly in balance as 
it can be. 

The President continues: 
I propose that we reform assistance to 

schools in Federally-impacted areas to meet 
more equitably the actual burden of Federal 
installations. 

In origin this program made good sense: 
Where a Federal installation such as an 
Army base existed in an area, and the chil
dren of the families living on that installa
tion went to a local school; and when the 
parents made no contribution to the tax 
base of the local school district, the Federal 
government agreed to reimburse the local 
district for the cost of educating the extra 
children. 

But this impacted aid program, in its 
twenty years of existence, has been twisted 
out of shape. No longer is it limited to pay
ments to schools serving children of parents 
who live on Federal property; 70% of the 
Federal payments to schools are now for 
children of Federal employees who live oft 
base and pay local property taxes. In addi
tion, the presence of a Federal installation 
(much sought-after by many communities) 
lifts the entire economy of a district. As a 
result, additional school aid is poured into 
relatively wealthy communities, when much 
poorer communities have far greater need 
for assistance. 

One stark fact underscores this inequity: 
Nearly twice as much Federal money goes 
into the nation's wealthiest county through 
this program as goes into the one hundred 
poorest counties combined. 

The new Impact Aid legislation will 
tighten eligibility requirements, eliminating 
payments to districts where Federal im
pact is small. As it reduces payments to the 
wealthier districts, it will re-allocate funds 
to accord more With the financial needs of 
eligible districts. Children whose parents 
live on Federal property would be given 
greater weight than children whose parents 
only work on Federal property. 

CXVI-329-Part 4 

When the President submits a pro
gram, and says what he is willing to 
do, I think he is being honest and fair 
and forthright with the people of this 
Nation. We must get some bill passed. 
And if he has been willing, as he has 
indicated, to go above the limit he first 
suggested, it is not to imply that he is 
hypocritical. Rather, it would imply that 
he recognizes the fact we must make 
some accommodation to get essential 
legislation enacted. 

I am not talking only of Federal aid, 
but of all other aid. We must get a bill 
passed. Those who cry out against the 
President of the United States ought to 
ask themselves whether they are the ob
structionists, or whether the President of 
the United States is the obstructionist. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970 

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill <H.R. 15931) making 
appropriations for the Departments of 
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I sup
ported in committee the amendment of 
the Senator from New Hampshire. And 
I support it here. 

I first suggested that we do exactly 
what has been suggested by the Senator 
from Maine here--that we reduce the 
matter to handling each line item and 
making a reduction in those line items 
that we thought should be reduced. 

I found then, Mr. President, that the 
task was simply impossible of completion 
within the time limit by which we were 
confronted with. In the first place, we 
did not know how much had been com
mitted under the continuing resolutions 
on the many items of appropriation in
volved in the bill. And it was absolutely 
necessary to find out how much had been 
committed and how much had been spent 
before we could go into a reduction item 
by item in the many items in this very 
difficult bill that has been so ably han
dled by the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON) and the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON). 

So, we looked at every other method 
that seemed available. Then I became 
convinced that the method suggested by 
the Senator from New Hampshire was the 
only method by which we could solve 
the impasse with which we were con
fronted. We did not want to have an ir
resistible force meeting an 1mmovable 
body in this matter, with 8 months of the 
fiscal year having gone behind us, and 
when we are approaching the end of the 
fiscal year covered by the bill. 

We were trying to find some reason
able basis of compromise between the 
position of the executive and the posi
tion of the legislative branch as shown 
by the original bill passed by Congress. 

The Senate will remember that I voted 
for the original bill and announced on 
this floor that I was prepared to vote 

to override the President's veto if the 
matter came here. 

I did that because I felt that with the 
savings of some $6 billion in the defense 
bill and the foreign aid bill, Congress, 
representing the people, certainly had 
a light, looking at the domestic field, to 
assign a small portion of that, as is done 
by this bill, to objectives which we re
gard as having great priority, such as 
those in the field of health, education, 
and welfare. 

Mr. President, the fact is that we were 
assigning to these fields about one-fifth 
of the total savings from the two bills 
which I have mentioned-the de:Lense 
bill and the foreign aid bill. 

But, Mr. President, after the President 
had vetoed the bill, and after it was sus
tained with many votes to spare in the 
other body, I tried to be a little practical 
about this matter and tried to see what 
we could do by way of reaching a com
promise. The President had evidently 
thought of the matter in somewhat the 
same line, because he had already sug
gested that he was ready to come up from 
his budget figure-as I recall it-$449 
million, though there was some reduction 
also from his budget :figures which would 
have reduced the total increase well be
low the $449 million. 

He did suggest a compromise. And the 
House had a compromise in the passage 
of the bill they have sent to us, but 
nothing like a 50-50 compromise be
tween the position of the executive and 
the position of the legislative branch. 

The Cotton amendment changed in 
shape. It first came in with a proposal 
for a maximum reduction of the various 
items, considerably larger than the maxi
mum of 15 percent which is in the pend
ing bill. 

It came in without our being given an 
assurance in the beginning that there 
would be no reduction in the impacted 
school district appropriations and in the 
hospital construction areas, which as
surance we were given later and which 
has been given on the floor today. We 
had been given, by statements made by 
the President, assurance that in such 
items as cancer research and heart re
search there would be no reduction from 
the congressional bill, which in each 
instance had stepped up the budget items. 

So, we were approaching a compromise, 
and the Senator from New Hamphire
to whom I wish to pay great tribute in 
this matter-worked practically all day 
and night, and practically all of the 
weekend in the effort to come up with 
a sounder figure. When he came up with 
this figure and the concessions from the 
executive that there would be no touch
ing of approp1iations for impacted school 
districts, which had been relied upon in 
making budgets for the schools months 
ago, for hospital construction, for cancer 
institute research, and for heart institute 
research, the committee, with a few addi
tional changes, worked out the matter 
so that the vote in the committee to 
approve the Cotton amendment was 15 
to 7. 

I want to say to my friends on this 
side of the aisle that more than half of 
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the members of the Committee on Ap
propriations from this side of the aisle 
who were present at the time of the 
markup voted for the Cotton amendment 
because we felt it was a reasonable com
promise. I feel that way now, and I feel 
we should by all means approve it. It 
is almost a 50-50 compromise. 

Mr. President, there have been some 
statements made here that I think should 
be corrected. My distinguished friend 
from Rhode Island <Mr. FELL) said that 
passage of the amendment would give 
the President an item veto right. Nothing 
is further from the fact than that. 

The Senator from Florida, as a one
time Governor of his State, operated un
der a constitution which gave him an 
item veto right and he occasionally exer
cised that right. The item veto right 
means knocking out an item entirely. 
The maximum reduction that can be 
made under the Cotton amendment is 15 
percent on any one item. That is a far 
different thing from an item veto. 

Mr. President, I heard my distin
guished friend from Maine (Mr. MusKIE) 
say that this is something we should 
not do because it was improper to give 
the President this much discretion. The 
Senator from Florida, and I think the 
Senator from Maine, voted a couple of 
years ago a direction to the then Presi
dent, who happened to be a Democratic 
President, to reduce by a much greater 
amount the appropriations in not just 
one bUl, but in all the bills we had passed, 
and to a much greater amount; and he 
went ahead and did it and no one 
claimed it was an improper act; to the 
contrary, we were all trying to economize. 

In this instance, we have already 
voted early in the session to place a 
limit on expenditures, and we certainly 
did not do that idly, thinking the Presi
dent would ignore it. We knew that it 
meant that the President would make 
the reductions, not only in this bill, but 
in any bill which had to be reduced in 
order for him to live within that limited 
expenditure. 

We did not think that an improper 
thing at that time. As far as the Senator 
from Florida thinks now, he does not 
think this is improper. 

Does the Senator from Washington 
wish me to yield to him? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. I was wondering 
about the time of 3:30. The Senator from 
South Dakota and the Senator from 
Massachusetts wish to speak for a few 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I specifically gave no
tice that I wanted 15 minutes. I have 
used not quite 10 minutes. I could ask 
that the time be extended. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very well. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 

from Washington. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time be ex
tended another 15 minutes, because the 
majority leader and the minority leader 
suggested if someone were not here he 
would be entitled to time. 

Mr. ALLOTT and Mr. FULBRIGHT 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object may I inquire parlia
mentarywise if there is a time limitation 
on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EAGLETON in the chair). There is a unani
mous-consent agreement on this amend
ment that the vote on the measure take 
place at 3:30p.m. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Such request was given 
without a quorum call prior thereto. The 
Senator from Florida makes no com
plaint about this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This was 
not in defiance of the rules. This is on an 
amendment, and not on final passage. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I wanted to clear the 
picture. I have been in the Chamber 
almost all day since this debate started. 
I was not aware of the unanimous-con
sent agreement. I am trying to find out 
what took place. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The majority leader 
and the minority leader asked unani
mous consent that we vote on the meas
ure at 3:30. I said that is all right, but 
I did not know if anyone else wanted 
to speak. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I do not object. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. If there were some 

Members who were not on the floor when 
this was proposed, they agreed to ex
tend the time if they wanted to speak. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If we are going to 
extend it, I shall ask for additional time, 
and it will have to be incorporated. I 
have some remarks to be made. I was 
told a few minutes ago before the Sen
ator from Florida took the floor that we 
were going to vote at 3:30, so I withheld 
at that time. 

I would not agree to the request un
less it is amended to add another 10 
minutes which I would have. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, is there 
a unanimous-consent request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an order before the Senate that the 
vote on this matter be at 3:30 p.m. 

Mr. CURTIS. Is there a unanimous
consent request to amend that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
presently pending a unanimous-consent 
request to extend that time by 15 min
utes. 

Mr. CURTIS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 

is heard. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 

the Senator--
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 

the floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am on the spot 

in this matter. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I do not agree we 

should not extend the time, because I 
told the majority leader I thought there 
would be need for more time when this 
unanimous-consent agreement was en
teredinto. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am somewhat em

barrassed by the action of the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska. Per
sonally I was ready to vote on 

this amendment, which I think is quite 
simple and easily understood, at 11 
o'clock or at any time thereafter. I think 
a good deal of time has been used in dis
cussing what the Cotton amendment 
means and in my judgment all of this 
discussion has not changed a vote; the 
expected outcome has not been effected. 

I am going to vote against the amend
ment because I think it would accomplish 
an end run, so to speak, that sacrifices a 
good deal of congressional responsibility 
which will do the people of this country 
no good. 

I would state for the record that in the 
past when the Senate has been accom
modating enough to permit a vote to be 
taken at a time certain, there has always 
been consideration allowed to the joint 
leadership that would permit a certain 
degree of flexibility. In other words, if 
there were Members who wished to speak 
and who were not in the Chamber at the 
time the agreement was made, provision 
would be made. That, in my opinion, has 
always been the case. 

So I hope despite all the inconven
ience it may cause-and this is causing 
a lot of inconvenience-that the Senator 
would withdraw his objection in view of 
the position in which the joint leadership 
finds itself. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the jun
ior Senator--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida has the floor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the jun
ior Senator from Nebraska dislikes to 
object but I shall continue in my objec
tion. I like to be a team player. Within 
the last 10 days I flew all night to get 
here because of a statement that there 
would be a vote at 11 o'clock, and the vote 
occurred at 6:45 that night. I have al
ready changed two plane reservations. 
I believe the stability of the Senate de
pends on the extent to which Members 
can rely on unanimous-consent orders 
being carried out. I shall object. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, per
haps we are out of the impasse. I under
stand that Senators who wanted addi
tional time have decided they will not 
speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CooK 
in the chair). The hour of 3:30 has ar
rived. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call 

to the attention of the majority leader 
the fact that I had asked for 15 min
utes, and I understood I had 15 minutes. 
I had spoken 8 or 9 minutes before the 
interruptions. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Florida may have the remainder 
of the 15 minutes promised to him but 
which has been used because of the col
loquy which has occurred. I might say 
that the time for the colloquy was made 
available because Senator HoLLAND was 
kind enough to yield. I think the Sen
ate only owes him this same courtesy. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I object. 
The agreement was to vote at 3:30. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection 
is heard. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DoDD), 
the Senator from Iowa <Mr. HuGHES). 
the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. Mc
CARTHY), the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. MONDALE), and the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA) , are neces
sarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Loui
siana <Mr. LoNG) is paired with the Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. MoNTOYA). 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"nay." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HuGHES), and the Senator from Minne
sota <Mr. MONDALE) would each vote 
"nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senators from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN and 
Mr. GoLDWATER), the Senators from Ore
gon (Mr. HATFIELD and Mr. PACKWOOD), 
the Senator from illinois <Mr. SMITH), 
and the Senator from Texas <Mr. Tow
ER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MUNDT) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE) 
is absent on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN), the Senator 
from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), the Sen
ator from South Dakota <Mr. MUNDT), 
the Senator from Dlinois <Mr. SMITH), 
and the Senator from Texas <Mr. Tow
ER) would each vote ••yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 45, 
nays 40, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allen 
Allott 
Baker 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 

Anderson 
Bayh 
Bible 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Case 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gore 
Gravel 
Harris 

[No. 69 Leg.} 
YEAS-45 

Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fong 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Mathias 
McClellan 
Miller 
Murphy 

NAYS--40 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Moss 

Pearson 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Russell 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Ribicoif 
Spong 
Symington 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young,Ohto 

NOT VOTING-15 
Churcn Hughes Mundt 
Dodd Long Packwood 
Fannin McCarthy Saxbe 
Goldwater Mondale Smith, ru. 
Hatfield Montoya Tower 

So the committee amendment, as modi
fied, on page 61, after line 8, was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SCO'IT. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is with 
deep concern and dismay that I view the 
agreements made in connection with the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON) to exempt aid 
to impacted areas from the 15-percent 
expenditure reduction authority granted 
to the President. 

I have honored my pledge to support 
the administration in its anti-inflation
ary efforts. But the administration's po
sition on the inequity of the impacted 
area aid formula, a position I supported, 
has now been shot out from under us. 

The administration must assume full 
responsibility now if it makes expense 
reductions that will be more dangerous in 
their adverse effect upon the health, ed
ucation, and welfare of the Nation than 
spending the money would have on 
inflation. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The AsSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) 
proposes an amendment---

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators will please 
take their seats. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Senate is not in order. We would like to 
hear what the amendment is, but we 
cannot hear because of Senators walking 
up and down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. If Senators will take 
their seats, the clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the amendment, as follows: 

On page 60, line 16, after "Sec. 408.", in
sert "Except as required by the Constitu
tion,". 

On page 60, line 22, after "Sec. 409.", in
sert "Except as required by the Constitu
tion,". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Mayland wish his amend
ments to be considered en bloc? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendments be considered 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, so we 
will understand the procedure, as I 
understand it, the Senator's amendment 
goes to two sections? 

Mr. MATHIAS. 408 and 409. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. 408 and 409, in each 

of which the words "except as required 
by the Constitution" will be inserted but 
not in section 410, which is comm'only 
known as the Jonas amendment? 

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator is ex-

actly correct. The amendment applies 
only to sections 408 and 409, and not to 
section 410. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Sections 408 and 409 
are normally known, I guess we all know, 
as the Whitten amendments. 

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ALLEN. I ask that the question be 

divided. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama has asked for a di
vision of the question; so the Senate will 
proceed to consider the amendment as to 
section 408. The amendments cannot be 
considered en bloc. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, there is 
nothing new about this amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, we want 
to hear these amendments. They are im
portant and I think we ought to have 
order. I want to hear every word--every 
single word. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order, so that the Senator 
may proceed uninterrupted. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I appreciate the in
tervention of the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

The words are the same words which 
were adopted by the Senate as to similar 
sections of the bill on the 17th of De
cember last-the words "except as re
quired by the Constitution." 

Of course, the purpose now, as was the 
purpose then, and as was very eloquent
ly discussed at that time by the Senator 
from Rhode Island, is to avoid any doubt 
or any ambiguity in the execution or ap
plication of this section of the law. 

It is intended that the Constitution 
and the interpretations of the Constitu
tion by the courts should apply; no more 
or no less is implied by adding the words 
"except as required by the Constitution." 

As I say, this very language was ac
cepted by the Senate in the vetoed bill 
which was passed on December 17, 1969. 
The provision was supported by the ad
ministration then, and it is sUPported 
by the administration now. I have a let
ter dated February 20, 1970, addressed to 
the Senator from Washington (Mr. 
MAGNUSON), from the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

In dealing with this matter, the Secre
tary says, and I read accurately from 
his letter: 

As you know, sections 408 and 409 are 
identical with the provisions contained in 
H.R. 13111 as originally passed by the House. 
I would recommend that the Senate follow 
exactly the same course of action it followed 
in dealing with these provisions of H.R. 
13111. 

That is all we are asking-that we 
again insert the same words which were 
inserted in December. 

The Secretary has said nothing fur
ther except to spell out that position on 
the part of the administration; but in a 
communication which he sent to all 
Members of the Senate in December he 
did make a further point of this, whlch 
the Senator from Rhode Island read into 
the RECORD at that time, and to which 
I would like to refer at this point. This 
<;>ccurred on December 17, and appears 
ill the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 
115, part 29, page 39529. The Secretary's 
letter reads as follows: 
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Sections 408 and 409 would seriously re

strict the fiexibility of HEW and local school 
districts in working out appropriate solu
tions. Recalcitrant school districts would be 
encouraged to harden their positions, and 
districts which have complied with the law 
would be tempted to go back on their com
mitments. This could seriously jeopardize 
the substantial progress made in school de
segregation. 

Accordingly, the Administration urges the 
Senate Appropriations Committee to delete 
the amendments. 

In the event the Committee chooses not 
to do so, the Administration stresses the ur
gency of revising them so that their effect 
is consistent with the requirements of ex
isting law. 

That is the point. The Whitten 
amendments are in the bill. But the ad
ministration request is that they be re
vised consistent with the requirements 
of existing law. And the supreme exist
ing law is, of course, the Constitution. 
So I ask that we add to the language 
of the bill, at the beginning of section 
408 and again at the beginning of sec
tion 409, "except as required by the Con
stitution." 

Mr. President, I think this is a nec
essary amendment. I think the fact that 
there was a previous debate less than 2 
months ago covering the same ground 
should make our job today easier and 
enable us to conclude this debate sooner. 
As was pointed out in the previous de
bate, we can have serious difference in 
the administration of the law by one 
executive department and by another 
executive department without language 
of this sort, which hews to the polestar 
of the Constitution at all times. That 
is in essence what we are intending to 
do. 

It was said in previous debate--of 
course, the situation still exists-that, 
under the direction of the President, the 
Department of Justice might follow one 
set of rules or one pattern, and without 
these words the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare would be con
strained to do otherwise. This could 
create a chaotic condition, one in which 
I think we would be in very serious trou
ble. The whole problem of school de
segregation is already complex enough 
and complicated enough. If we add to 
that any ambiguity in the application 
of the law, it V'ill become the most hope
less snarl with which we have ever been 
faced. I think this is one way in which 
we can add a guiding light and provide 
for those who have to administer the 
law some particular help in dealing with 
it. 

I was very much interested, in review
ing the previous debate, to see some of 
the objections that had been raised to 
these words when they were proposed 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania, the minority leader, in 
December. Some of those who objected 
were objecting, I think, to the whole 
concept, were objecting to any change 
whatever in the Whitten amendments; 
but others, who advanced more specific 
objections, dealt rather particularly 
with the fact that the Constitution, 
which was to be applied as required by 
thP. language of the amendment, might 

not be a uniform Constitution all over 
the country. 

It is interesting that in the 2 months 
that have passed between that time and 
this, this very question of uniformity 
has been considered by the Senate and 
has been resolved by the Senate, and I 
do_ not believe that that objection can 
be raised to the amendment at this time. 

There was a further question with 
respect to this kind of language added 
to a statutory enactment, that all stat
utes had a presumption of constitution
ality and that simply to require that the 
Constitution should be the guideline 
against which they are to be measured 
would add nothing or, if left out, would 
subtract nothing. I think that my good 
friend, the Senator from Colorado, ad
vanced that argument during the debate. 

But I think that the plea made by the 
Secretary of HEW on behalf of the ad
ministration and the very able argu
ments that were made indicating that 
this would give HEW some additional 
help in determining exactly what its duty 
was, all militate toward the conclusion 
that these words are indeed a necessary 
addition to the bill. 

Therefore, I am asking that the Senate 
should once again do as it did in Decem
ber, by a substantial margin-adopt this 
particular language. 

Inevitably, in the course of this dis
cussion, the question will arise, as I have 
just suggested: What is the impact of the 
Stennis amendment on this whole area? 
I do not think that the action of the 
Senate in adopting the Stennis amend
ment will necessarily be in conflict with 
this particular section. 

The Stennis amendment did not pri
marily deal with the question of uni
formity. The Stennis amendment dealt 
with uniformity of the law all over the 
country. That is not the thrust of this 
amendment. This amendment deals with 
constitutionality, which I believe is a 
necessary addition, perhaps even more 
necessary because of the adoption of the 
Stennis amendment. 

The court cases which deal with the 
subject, of course, are voluminous. I do 
not believe it is necessary for us to go 
deeply into each and every one of them, 
but I would say that the law which we 
seek to embody by this amendment into 
this particular enactment is certainly 
not novel. The words are simple, "ex
cept as required by the Constitution." 

That harks back to one of the oldest 
of our judicial landmarks, the case of 
Marberry against Madison. We set up 
the Constitution and the interpretation 
of the Constitution as the benchmark. I 
cannot say, in all honesty, how any 
Member of the Senate can be seriously 
in opposition to that proposition. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maryland yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HANSEN in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Maryland yield to the Senator from 
Rhode Island? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Is the purpose of the 

Senator's amendment to assist the courts 
in the implementation of the Brown 
against Board of Education case of 1954? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes. Very simply, yes. 
I think that it will assist it. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. Is there a single syllable 

in Brown against Board of Education, 
Topeka, that makes any reference to the 
busing of children? 

Mr. MATHIAS. No. 
Mr. ERVIN. Is there any decision of the 

Supreme Court of the United States 
which requires the busing of children? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I cannot recall any 
ruling which requires the busing of 
children. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from 
Maryland think that Members of the 
Senate who have taken an oath to sup
port the Constitution of the United States 
should have some idea of what the Con
stitution means? 

Mr. MA TRIAS. I certainly would agree 
with the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina that we should think, by 
the time we reach the U.S. Senate, we 
would have a good idea of what the ~on
stitution says and what the Constitution 
means. Without that, how could we pos
sibly sustain our obligation to the oath 
we took? I agree with the Senator ab
solutely. 

Mr. ERVIN. Well, why should we split 
over an act of Congress except as re
quired by the Constitution unless we had 
some convictions as to what the Consti
tution requires with reference to the bus
ing of children? 

Mr. MATHIAS. To answer that ques
tion, we would have to look at the letter 
of the sections. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from 
Maryland agree with the Senator from 
North Carolina that there is no compul
sion upon the Senate to make appropria
tions for everything the Constitution of 
the United States may authorize? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Would the Senator 
kindly repeat his question? 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from 
Maryland agree with the Senator from 
North Carolina that there is no obligation 
on the part of the Congress of the United 
States to appropriate money for every
thing the Constitution may authorize? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I agree absolutely with 
that proposition. I am proud of the fact 
that some of the best votes I cast have 
been votes against appropriations of 
various sorts. 

Mr. ERVIN. So this comes down to the 
question of a Senator's wanting to vote 
for an amendment of the Senator from 
Maryland if he thinks that children 
should be bused, otherwise he should vote 
against it, because there is no obligation 
on us to appropriate money for all pur
poses which may be valid under the Con
stitution. 

Mr. MATHIAS. That is a point where 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina and I part company. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from 
Maryland believe that school districts 
should be compelled to deny children the 
right to attend the neighborhood school 
or require that they be bused hither and 
yon? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Well now, the distin-
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guished Senator is limiting his approach 
to the single question of busing. Of 
course, the sections are far more broader 
than that. The sections would go to as
signment to schools, with or without bus
ing, and there might be included in this 
whether it is voluntary or involuntary, 
raising also the question of freedom of 
choice plans and all the rest. 

Mr. ERVIN. If the Senator believes 
that, HEW then should have the right to 
require the States to abolish their 
schools, should it not? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I think HEW not only 
has the authority but should have the 
authority to obey the dictates of the 
Constitution as set forth by the Supreme 
Court and by the various courts of the 
land. That is the only way we can get any 
uniformity in our social system. 

Mr. ERVIN. Will the Senator call my 
attention to one single syllable in the 
Constitution which says that the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
has the constitutional power to order the 
closing of a school that belongs to a 
State, which has been constructed by 
State money, and which is operated by 
the State for the education of children. 

Mr. MATHIAS. As the distinguished 
Senator well knows, the Constitution 
makes no reference to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. But I 
think that President Nixon made it clear 
what HEW is going to do as long as he 
is President. HEW is going to can-y out 
the law of the land and the dictates of 
the Constitution as they are interpreted 
by the courts. 

The Supreme Court has recently 
handed down a decision in the case of 
Beatrice Alexander against Holmes 
County Board of Education. The Court 
said-! am not going to quote the whole 
opinion--

Mr. ERVIN. May I ask the Senator 
what court decided that? 

Mr. MATHIAS. The Supreme Court of 
the United States. The case of Beatrice 
Alexander v. the Holmes County School 
Board ot Education, 632, October term, 
1969. 

I quote from the Court's per curiam 
opinion: . ~;. 

Against this background the Court of Ap
peals should have denied all motions for 
additional time because continued operation 
of segregated schools under the standard of 
allowing "all deliberate speed" for desegrega
tion is no longer constitutionally permis
sible. Under explicit holdings of this Court 
the obligation of every school district is to 
terminate dual school systems at once and 
to operate now and hereafter only unitary 
schools. 

Shortly after that opinion was handed 
down by the Court, the President was 
asked in public what his reaction was 
to it. He said that it was the law of the 
land and was the law for the administra
tion to enforce, and that it would be the 
guideline for the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare in the days to 
come. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from 
Maryland know that when President 
Nixon was in Charlotte, N.C., during the 
last campaign and was soliciting the 
votes of the people of North Carolina, he 
said that he was opposed to busing 

schoolchildren or to making any change 
in the racial composition of the schools? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I believe he made that 
statement on several occasions. 

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. All that the Holmes 
case does is to require the desegregation 
of schools. A school must be desegregated 
and its doors open to the children of all 
races. The only meaning that can be 
given to the term "unitary school" is 
that it is open to children of all races. 

Mr. MATHIAS. The impact of the 
Holmes case is to prevent further dila
tory action under the guise of the "delib
erate" part of the phrase "all deliberate 
speed.'' 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from 
Maryland agree with the Senator from 
North Carolina that all that the per 
curiam opinion holds is that schools must 
be segregated, and that a school to be 
desegregated within the purview of the 
Brown case and within the purview of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is that chil
dren must be assigned to schools without 
regard to race; and that it does not apply 
to busing? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I would 
agree with the Senator. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am un
able to see why anyone who does not 
favor the busing of little children, and 
thus denying the little children of their 
right to attend their neighborhood 
schools and requiring of them that they 
be transported out of their neighbor
hoods for the mere purpose of mixing 
children racially, would not be in favor 
of prohibiting the use of the funds with 
which to bus children. Does not the Sen
ator from Maryland think that in a free 
society children should be assigned to 
schools, as far as possible, that their 
parents request? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I cer
tainly in the best of all worlds would be 
very happy and would like to see the 
children able to go to schools as close to 
their homes as physically and geograph
ically possible, schools that they wanted 
to go to, schools that they did not have to 
be bused to. 

The Senator well remembers-! think 
he and I can both remember-the days 
when a large percentage of schoolchil
dren in this country were not bused at 
all. They went to a one-room schoolhouse 
somewhere. All grades met together 
around a stove. 

It was then determined that a better 
world of education could be acquired if 
we were to establish a consolidated 
school system. We gave up the concept 
that the one-room schools would be the 
end of all education, and decided that 
we would get the children to go to a cen
tral location and enjoy the facilities 
which a larger school could provide and 
would be available for them there. 

I can recall from my experience as a 
member of the State legislature, the bit
ter resentment parents felt when their 
children were taken from the smaller 
school in their immediate neighborhood, 
and told to go to a consolidated school. 

This had no racial overtones, although 
in those days the school system in Mary
land was totally segregated. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, all of that 

was done by the State or by some division 
operating the school system. In those 
days the Federal Government did not 
want to take action. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 
point I am making is that I agree with 
the Senator that no one likes busing by 
itself. No one is particularly entranced by 
busing as a mechanical device, though 
at times it becomes a necessity. 

I agree with the Senator. I do not 
embrace it. I do not rejoice in the con
cept of busing for whatever purpose. 

Mr. ERVIN. I wish I could agree with 
the Senator from Maryland that no one 
likes busing. I believe that would mean 
that we could get an agreement on the 
floor of the Senate that would prohibit 
the busing of schoolchildren. 

It is passing strange to a man like my
self who stands up against things that 
he opposes to hear Senators say that 
they favor busing prior to the counte
nance of busing by the order of the 
Supreme Court, although the Supreme 
Court has not made such an order. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, when I 
say that I do not like busing, I mean that. 
And when I say I do not know anyone 
who does, I mean that. But it does not 
mean that it has not proven to be one of 
those tools which has been useful in the 
whole educational field, for whatever 
purpose it may have been employed. 

I think the Senator from North Caro
lina in directing his total attention to 
the busing section has perhaps over
looked the importance of some of the 
other sections. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, if I may 
make one further observation, the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare is the branch of the executive 
department of this Government. The 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare is an underling of President 
Nixon. And if President Nixon is really 
opposed to the busing of schoolchildren 
for the purpose of changing the racial 
composition of a school, President Nixon 
would order the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to stop busing. 
And until he takes a forthright stand on 
that question and orders the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare not 
to do what he says he is opposed to, I 
am going to accept the words in the dec
laration he made on the subject. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I re
spond to the distinguished Senator's 
very eloquent statement. I go back, at 
the risk of repetition, and read again 
from the letter that Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare sent to various 
Members of the Senate, including the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PAs
TORE), which he read piecemeal into the 
debate on December 17. 

It says: 
Sections 408 and 409 would seriously re

strict the fiexibility of the HEW and local 
school districts in working out appropriate 
solutions. Recalcitrant school districts would 
be encouraged to harden their positions and 
districts which have complied with the law 
would be tempted to go back on their com
mitments. This could seriously jeopardize 
the substantial progress made in school 
desegregation. 

Accordingly, the administration urges the 
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Senate Appropriations Committee to delete 
the amendments. 

Then it continues: 
In the event the Committee chooses not 

to do so, the administration stresses the 
urgency of revising them so that their ef
fect is consistent with the requlrementa of 
existing law. 

I do not believe there is any way in 
which this particular job can be done, in 
which the request of the administration 
can be met, than by the addition of the 
words I have proposed. 

The Senator from North Carolina has 
suggested, that the Constitution may not 
require some of the action which is con
templated by the Whitten amendment. 

Of course, the Constitution, as it ap
plies to the given factual situation may 
take on the complexity of the facts to 
which it is being applied. It is very dim
cult to make final hypothetical judg
ments; but I would think, as the Senator 
from North Carolina himself indicated, 
that the addition of these words should 
cause him no alarm or dismay. 

The words of section 408, as I said to 
the distinguished Senator, deal with far 
more than the busing of students. They 
also deal with "the abolishment of any 
school or the assignment of any student 
attending any elementary or secondary 
school to a particular school against the 
choice of his or her parents or parent." In 
other words, one of the elements here 
is the cause of freedom of choice. 

This, again, is an area in which the 
Supreme Court has spoken very recently. 
I refer to the case of Green against 
County School Board of New Kent 
CO'Jnty, in the October term of 1967. Mr. 
Justice Brennan delivered the opinion 
of the Court. In the course of his opinion 
he quoted from the very distinguished 
American jurist-very distinguished 
Marylander of whom we in Maryland are 
particularly proud-Judge Simon Sobel
off. Quoting from Judge Sobeloff's 
opinion in the earlier case of Bowman 
against School Board, Judge Sobeloff 
said: 

"Freedom of choice" is not a sacred talis
man; it Is only a means to a constitutionally 
required end-the abolition of the system of 
segregation and its effects. If means prove 
effective, it Is acceptable, but 11' it fails to 
undo segregation, other means must be used 
to achieve this end. The school officials have 
the continuing duty to take whatever action 
may be necessary to create a "unitary, non
racial system." 

I think this is the essence of what Sec
retary Finch asked us for help to accom
plish: No single limited arbitrary act but 
to give him, as he said in his own words, 
the flexibility to administer the law 1n 
accordance with the Constitution and in 
accordance with the interpretations of 
the Constitution that have been given 
to us by the courts. 

If one looks at the Green case and ap
plies it to the question of freedom of 
choice plans, it would appear that a plan 
per se is constitutionally neutral. 
Whether or not a specific plan is consti
tutional or unconstitutional would de
pend entirely on the facts of a given situ
ation. 

As the Senator has suggested, this 

question of busing is a constitutionally 
neutral question. Title IV of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 reclared: 

Nothing herein sh.a.ll empower any official 
or court of the United States to Issue any 
order seeking to achieve a racial balance in 
any school by requiring transportation of 
pupils or students from one school to another 
or one school district to another in order to 
achieve such racial balance. 

Now, this amendment does not en
large or restrict the power or the au
thority of HEW in carrying out the dic
tates of the law. It does not give them 
more than they had and it does not take 
away. It simply makes it crystal clear 
that what they do must be predicated on 
the organic law of the land, the Constitu
tion and on nothing else. I think it would 
a:tnrm the fundamental principles of 
constitutional interpretation which have 
been accepted by all Americans since 
they were handed down by Chief Justice 
John Marshall in 1803. I believe that it is 
a necessary amendment which has been 
requested by the administration. It will 
improve the application of this law to 
the di:tncult educational field 1n which 
we are working. I respectfully hope the 
Senate will and I ask the Senate to agree 
to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Has the Senator con
cluded? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Will the Senator bear 
with me for just a moment? 

Mr. STENNIS. Very well. 
Mr. MATHIAS. I had a further ques

tion to raise but I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first I 

want to point out to the Senate that 
these provisions that are in the bill as 
sent over by the House were placed there 
by the House committee first and then 
were sustained by a vote on the floor of 
the House. A direct motion was made 
there to strike the provisions from the 
bill. They have come over to the Sen
ate and they have been considered by the 
Committee on Appropriations where they 
were sustained by a divided vote, with 
either a two- or three-vote margin. At 
any rate, they were considered and 
sustained. 

Furthermore, these amendments were 
passed by the House of Representatives 
last November or December first and 
came to the Senate. The first two of 
them were approved by the subcommit
tee after the most thorough discussion. 
They were approved by the subcommit
tee of the Committee on Appropriations 
and then they were approved by the full 
committee of the Committee on Appro
priations and came to the floor. 

After a very good debate, they were 
altered and modified by the Scott amend
ment. That was last December. They 
were written into the amendment, the 
very words that we have under discus
sion now, relating to the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. President, I recite those facts to 
show that this is not just a piece of pa
per that we are dealing with here. It is 
something that has run the gantlet of 
the committees of both Houses twice. It 

ran the gantlet of a vote on the floor 
of the House-it was a standing vote, 
not a rollcall vote-twice. It was ap
proved by a vote here in the Senate last 
December. I know there were 37 record
ed votes in favor of the amendment as 
written now. That is all we could ac
tually count, but I know there were three 
or four more who would have voted in 
favor if they had been present, which 
would have been a minimum of 40 votes. 
It is not a majority, but it is a respecta
ble number of this entire membership. 

There was a time when these amend
ments represented problems that went 
only to the Southern States, that went 
only to the integration and school pro
grams and problems in the Southern 
States. But times have changed. 

The question of busing children 
against the wishes of parents is a grow
ing thing, and it has grown into other 
areas of the country. It is beginning to 
be understood now. I do not have any 
joy or jubilation of any kind that any 
school anywhere is in trouble. In Den
ver, Colo., for instance, they have been 
divided there. They are troubled over 
school busing. It has come up in Chicago, 
where the question is a live matter. I do 
not know to what extent it has been 
tested, but there are cases in various 
parts of the country now, some of them 
even in the State courts. This is a mat
ter that is beginning to have a meaning. 

I illustrate how the interest has grown. 
I do not mean to be making personal 
remarks about a letter I received, or 
about myself, either, but I have a very 
close friend, a surgeon, who is now re
tired. who was born and reared in 
Michigan. He lived in Mississippi years 
ago, before World War II, and came 
back and settled in Florida. He was my 
personal surgeon for a time, and I feel 
very close to him. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield when he gets through? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. Let me give this 
illustration first. I am talking now about 
busing. I was talking about this very 
fine man. I just happened to get a letter 
from him yesterday morning. He refer
red to the problem and said: 

Our own schools have been in a state of 
frustration about interschool busing. 

This is down in the great State of Flor
ida, in one of the fine cities there: 

We have had to purchase 13 new buses 
that were required to carry out the court 
order that neither colored nor white citizens 
wanted. 

As I say, that comes from the South, 
but he is a man of the highest intelligence 
and integrity. His children are not in
volved. He is a man of my age. His grand
children do not live in that State. But 
he is honestly reflecting the sentiment 
of those parents there-a high degree of 
frustration. 

Within 30 minutes after I received 
that letter, a gentleman from California 
came in. He was looking for some in
formation about a prospect for a new 
airplane or tank, or product of some kind 
for the ~ilitary. He was a very intelli
gent man. He talked about this. Then he 
said: 
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By the way, tell me something about the 
prospects of busing. 

He lived in California. He said: 
My 12-year-old son came in yesterday or 

the day before and said, "Papa, I want to 
know more about this busing us away from 
our school." 

The father tried to explain it to him. 
The boy said: 

Am I going to be carted away to a strange 
school with strange classmates? 

The father said: 
Yes, son. I ar:.1 sorry, but you are included 

in it. 

The son said: 
Papa, can't you do · something about it? 

Can't you do something about it? 

There was that 12-year-old boy with 
that fine expression of faith in his father, 
a fine businessman. The boy was accus
tomed to seeing him accomplish things. 
There he was caught in the clutches. He 
did not like it. He did not want it. He did 
not feel that the boy deserved it. 

I said: 
Well, you and your wife can do something 

about it, but you are the only ones. 

I cite that illustration from first one 
side of the continent and then the other 
side of the continent. Just as one Sen
ator, I had these two reports. This mat
ter is converging on the Nation, and 
something must be done about it, and 
this is the forum to do it. 

Do not let HEW get by you by telling 
you that they do not require busing. 
They do. I know they do. I have had ex
perience with these school districts. I 
have personal knowledge of it. They do 
not require it in the North. Outside the 
South, they do not require it. But they 
make their demands in their plans, even 
in court cases, and they are such that 
they require busing of children away 
from their home schools. They say they 
do not require busing, but the exigencies 
of the plans require it. What are they 
going to do? Walk 12 miles? Sure, they 
do not require the school districts to bus 
the children-just let them walk. 

You do not have to go any further to 
see how parents feel about this. They 
want it stopped, and they are looking to 
us to do something about it. 

This amendment would not do any
thing about it so far as a local board is 
concerned. If they want it locally, they 
have the power to do whatever they want 
to; but this is merely a limitation on 
an appropriation bill, and certainly the 
Congress has jurisdiction of that. Only 
Congress has the power to appropriate 
money, and it can do so under such con
ditions as it sees fit. 

So far as busing is concerned, these 
conditions have been approved merely 
to stay the hand of SEW, saying, "You 
shall not require it." It has a nation
wide application, too. It puts that re
striction on it. It is true that it will last 
but 4 months if these provisions stay in 
the law, because that is the life of the ap
propriation bill. At the same time, there 
is a principle involved here; and if it is 
approved one time by the Congress, even 
if it is but for 15 minutes, it is a realiza
tion that a wrong is being done and that 

something should be done about it; and 
Congress is the one that must do some
thing about it. 

I shall say something about the 
Holmes County case in a few minutes, 
but I am glad to yield to the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
would the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi indicate to the Senate how 
long he intends to speak? I raise the 
question only because I have heard ru
mors to the effect that Senators have 
been told they could go home, though not 
by the leadership, and that there would 
be no votes tonight, but th,at there would 
be some talk. I would like to lay the 
cards on the table and see where we 
stand. 

Mr. STENNIS. I may say to the ma
jority leader that I conferred with him 
first about all this, and made a proposal 
that if we could-if he could-we get an 
agreement to vote Monday· morning. 

But that was all right; I did not say 
anything, Mr. President, to the effect 
there would be no votes. I just indicated 
to some Senators that I did not think 
we could agree to have a vote here to
night. There are three amendments 
pending here. My idea is that when we 
vote, we ought to proceed then to vote 
on the others, too. 

So, I am not going to speak for any 
great length of time, but there are others 
here who want to speak, and I just do 
not feel that we can agree to vote to
night, to rush in on these matters. These 
amendments have stature that they have 
already gained. 

I repeat that my idea was that if we 
could debate it some here tonight, and 
then have controlled time, we would not 
need a control until Monday morning 
on it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Once again, the ma
jority leader is being placed in a very 
embarrassing position. 

Mr. STENNIS. I do not want to em
barrass the Senator. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I know; and the 
Senator from Montana does not want to 
have this done to him twice in the same 
day; but we do have an order to come in 
at 10 o'clock tomorrow, which I did dis
cuss with the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi. I did express the hope 
that it might be possible to arrive at a 
time limitation, and that there was a 
possibility that that might be done. 

I would point out that under the dic
tum of the Senate, the voting rights bill 
becomes the pending business on Mon
day next; and I would like to lay the 
cards out on the table so that every Sen
ator, regardless of his feeling on any 
particular amendment or group of 
amendents, would know where he 
stands; and I would like to again raise 
the question which I have discussed with 
the Senator from Mississippi, would it 
be possible to get a 2-hour limitation on 
each amendment beginning tomorrow? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, it just sizes up 
this way, in my mind, on that: An hour 
to each side on each amendment, and I 
think we ought to add to that something 
to take care of development. An hour and 
a half, then, on the bill, to be transferred 
when desired? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Two hours on the 
bill? 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator mean 
2 hours to the side? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Senator 
from Mississippi want an hour and a 
half on a side, on the bill? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is what I say. 
Two hours on each side will be all right; 
that is just to take care of the situation, 
and it worked mighty well when we had 
this controlled time the other day. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. And after this, 
I do think when the leadership gets a 
unanimous-consent agreement on an 
amendment, as a matter of protection for 
the Senators concerned who agree to it 
in good faith, when additional time is 
needed, I think we will almost always 
have to have an hour or so on the bill as a 
protective device, so we would not be put 
in the position we were this afternoon, 
when the leadership was flouted and its 
pledge broken. Not by the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, yes; that is suit
able to me. I think we can have an hour 
to the side of each amendment, and 2 
hours, then, on the bill, to each side, 
with a transfer of the time on the bill 
to any amendment. We would have to 
have a provision there, should there be 
a substitute, that the same hour to the 
side would be allowed, or if there is an 
amendment to the amendment, 30 min
utes to the side. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is fair enough. 
Mr. STENNIS. I would like for the 

majority leader, if he would-and I would 
yield for that purpose-to ask for a 
quorum call, so there would be a little 
pause to confer with the Members here. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

NOMINATION OF GEORGE HARROLD 
CARSWELL TO BE AN ASSOCIATE 
JUSTICE OF THE U.S. SUPREME 
COURT 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, as in 

executive session, on behalf of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, I ask unanimous 
consent to file the nomination of George 
H. Carswell, of Florida, to be an Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court, and the 
committee report, together with minority 
and individual views, on the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, that nomina
tion now goes on the calendar; is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 15931) making appro
priations for the Departments of Labor, 
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and Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
related agencies, for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1970, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
this bill is a pale shadow of the resolve 
in the Congress a few months ago to re
new a national priority for the needs of 
the American people. Just to keep pace 
with a 6-percent price infiation, we would 
need to appropriate $19.3 billion, and to 
accommodate the much higher cost in
creases in health and education, a 10-
percent increase over last years funds 
would come to $20 billion. 

So we have come down to a new em
phasis of about $400 million worth 
on health, education, antipoverty, and 
Department of Labor activities. 

Nonetheless, some of the increases 
above budget estimates we have retained 
are crucial. 

One is the $25 million for bilingual ed
ucation, which is $15 million above the 
compromise budget estimate. Unless we 
start providing some financial fiesh for 
the skeleton of the Bilingual Education 
Aet, the thousands of young people who 
could benefit from it will not, but will 
instead continue to leave elementary and 
secondary school in massive numbers. 

I find it hard to think of these children 
as dropouts from school. I think a school 
system that teaches only in a language 
which large numbers of its pupils do not 
understand easily is shutting out those 
children. Meaningful funding for title 
VII will provide meaningful education for 
the first time for thousands of children 
of Spanish -speaking families. 

In higher education, we have wisely 
maintained $33 million for construction 
of undergraduate facilities. 

This is a category for which the Ad
ministration compromise offers nothing. 
Unless Congress insists on keeping this 
program going, it will be killed. I say that 
because the fiscal 1971 budget estimate 
is also before us, and it requests abso
lutely nothing-zero--for all higher edu
cation construction grants. 

We see the pattern here for higher 
education comparable to that for hos
pital construction. The administration 
wants to phase out grants for both. It 
wants to put the burden back on State 
and local governments to raise money 
by borrowing to pay for hospital and col
lege buildings. 

Congress enacted the Higher Educa
tion Facilities Act in 1963 and extended 
it in 1966; $936 million is authorized for 
1970 and 1971. The $33 million Congress 
added to the budget is just a drop in the 
bucket of what is needed. It is only a 
symbol of congressional determination 
to keep the program alive. 

In the health field, the administra
tion has accepted the increases Congress 
made for certain of the Institutes of 
Health; namely, heart, cancer, eye, child 
health and development, and dental re
search. But the bill carries imPOrtant 
funds for health manoower which must 
be sustained, if the Nation is to break 
the most serious bottleneck in health 
care-trained personnel. It carries the 
same amount as did the vetoed bill, $10,-
250,000 more than the administration 
compromise. 

A nation short 50,000 physicians has 
no business trying to comprise on health 

manpower and education, because it is 
no economy at all. It merely contributes 
to the rise in medical costs for both the 
Government and the American people. 

In its present form, the bill makes 
modest increases in some of the most 
urgent areas of national need, and It 
holds the line on others. It is the mini
mum that the American Government 
must invest in the health and future 
well-being of its citizens. The Cotton 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING 'JFFICER <Mr. 
JoRDAN of Idaho in the chair). Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS ON 
SATURDAY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that following the 
convening of the Senate tomorrow, and 
after the prayer, there be a period for 
the transaction of routine morning bt<si
ness not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on the pending 
Mathias amendment there be a limita
tion of 2 hours to a side, the time to be 
controlled by the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) and the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. STENNIS) . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 
conse11t that following the disposition of 
that amendment there be a limitation of 
1 hour on the amendment covering sec
tion 409, the time to be divided equally 
between the proposer of the amendment 
and the majority leader or who may be 
designeted by him. 

The PRESIDIING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I un
derstand that the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS) will spon
sor the second amendment, so the time 
will be in his control and in the control 
of the majority leader or who may be 
designated by him, and that the Sena
tor from Mississippi will be in charge 
of the other half-hour. 

I ask unanimous consent that on the 
amendment dealing with section 410 
there be a limitation of 2 hours, the time 
to be divided equally-1 hour to a side
and to be under the control of the dis
tinguished Republlcan leader, the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScoTT), and 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi (Mr. STENNIS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on the bill it-

self there be a limitation of 4 hours. the 
time to be divided equally between the 
manager of the bill (Mr. MAGNUSON) and 
the minority leader or whoever he may 
designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, may I ask the major
ity leader what would be the time limita
tion on any other amendment to be of
fered than the three already covered 
in the unanimous-consent agreements? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the Senator 
from Virginia an amendment in mind? 

Mr. SPONG. There is a distinct prob
ability that I shall o:ffer an amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator would 
agree-! merely toss this out for his ap
proval or disapproval-! ask Unanimous 
consent that on other amendments there 
be a limitation of 1 hour, the time to be 
divided equally between the sponsor of 
the amendment and the manager of the 
bill or whomever he may designate. 

Mr. SPONG. I think that would be 
satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I further ask unani
mous consent that on amendments to 
amendments there be a limitation of 30 
minutes, the time to be divided equally 
between the sponsor of such amendment 
and the manager of the bill or whomever 
he may designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The amendments, 
substitutes, and so forth. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Nebraska may o:ffer an amend
ment on which he would like an hour on 
each side. It has to do with impacted 
school areas. 

Mr. SPONG. I think we may be talk
ing about the same amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if it 
meets with the approval of those con
cerned, I will make that request on be
half of the amendment which may be 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska, which would be 2 hours, 
an hour to a side, ~he time to be con
trolled by the Senator from Nebraska 
and the manager of the bill or whom
ever he may designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, may I 
inquire of the distinguished majority 
leader, does the unanimous-consent re
quest now apply to other amendments 
to the bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. One hour. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. And that has been 

agreed to? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. That has been 

agreed to. 
I think we have covered every angle. 

There will be no further votes today, but 
the time limitations will start at the con
clusion ot the morning business tomor
row, which will take niJt to exceed 15 
minutes, after the delivery of the prayer. 
The Senate will convene at 10 o'clock 
tomorrow morning~ 

The unanimous-consent agreement, 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as 
follows: 

Ordered, That, during the further con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 16931) to make 
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appropriations for the Department of Labor, 
and Health, Education, and Welfare for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, debate on 
any amendment (except the pending amend
ment on which there will be 4 hours divided 
between the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
MATHIAS) and the Sena~or from Mississippi 
(Mr. STENNIS); the amendment to section 
409 on which there will be 1 hour divided 
between the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
MATHIAS) and the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. STENNIS); the amendment to section 
410 on which there will be 2 hours divided 
between the minority leader (Mr. ScoTT) or 
his designee and the Senator from Missis
sippi (Mr. STENNIS); on amendments to 
amendments there will be a 30-minute limi
tation, to be divided between the sponsor 
of such amendment and the manager of the 
bill, or whomever he may designate; on the 
amendment relating to impacted school 
areas, there be 2 hours to be divided between 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRusKA) 
and the manager of the bill or whomever he 
may designate, motion, or appeal, except a 
motion to lay on the table shall be limited to 
1 hour, to be equally divided between the 
sponsor of the amendment and the xnanager 
of the bill or whomever he may designate. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 4 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled respectively by the manager 
of the bill (Mr. MAGNUSON) and the minority 
leader, or whomever he may designate: Pro
vided, That the said leaders, or either of 
them, may, from the time under their con
trol on the passage of the said bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any amendment, motion, 
or appeal. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with all 
deference to the author of the amend
ment, the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland CMr. MATHIAs), as a practical 
matter the words "except as required by 
the Constitution" will be interpreted to 
mean that this will apply only to the 
South, the interPretation will be that 
segregation is unconstitutional only in 
the South, or illegal only in the South. 

That is the general trend of things 
today. That has been true for years. Rep
resentatives of the Department of Justice 
appearing in courts in the South use the 
term "unconstitutional segregation" all 
the time. That is their watchword. That 
is what they use in arguments to the 
court. That is what they use in their 
terminology when they talk to school 
officials. There is no doubt about that. 
They have their minds trained to think 
in the terms I have just described. 

Instead of saying, "except as required 
by the Constitution,'' we might as well 
write in the words that there is one rule 
for the South and another rule beyond 
the South as to segregation after all. 
That will be the interpretation-it is al
ready the interPretation by HEW-and 
this will just confirm it. 

So, in that respect, then, the words 
have no meaning except to dilute and 
sectionalize the application of these pro
ceedings. It will firm up and sustain the 
position of HEW. 

These are not just high-sounding 
words or the kind of words one sees when 
he reads the newspapers. I know what 
I am talking about because I have been 
in contact with these officials. I have not 
attended the court trials but I know 
many people who have been there and 
they have heard these arguments. 

So let us not fool ourselves. "Except as 

required by the Constitution" means 
"Everyone go on doing as you have been 
doing." I think that is the purpose of 
putting those words in here. There has 
been an effective shield and protection 
built into the Civil Rights Act that keeps 
these rules from being applied in the 
South. There have been interpretations 
by the courts on their failure to expand 
and hold segregation beyond the South 
as being illegal. 

The Supreme Court has thereby af
firmed, in a way, this position. 

But I do not believe it is the law of the 
land. I do not believe that the people of 
this country think it is the law of the 
land. I do not believe that the people of 
this country want it to be the law of the 
land, that we have one rule for one area 
of the country and another rule for an
other area of the country, or that we 
have one rule for white and colored chil
dren that live in one area of the country 
and another rule for white and colored 
children who live in another part of the 
country. I just do not believe that the 
people want that. 

I think that more and more this is un
derstood on the :floor by Senators as to 
what is happening, that more and more 
the system will crystallize in favor of 
having uniform application. 

I repeat, as I have said many times 
before publicly, and to a national televi
sion audience, ''You just apply the rule 
you want to yourself outside the South 
and we will live with it. We will live with 
anything that you will apply to yourself, 
but we do not want to be punished any 
longer. We do not want black and white 
children to be punished any longer." 

We need this uniformity. If we adopt 
this amendment, we will be right back to 
the old formula. 

There are many people, I find, outside 
the South, that are not happy about 
busing, either. They want to get it 
stopped. I think they are right about it. 
But fairness dictates that whatever is 
done about it should have uniform ap
plication. 

Mr. President, I want to say something 
now about the case of Beatrice Alexander 
against the Holmes County Board of 
Education. I speak with all deference to 
the Supreme Court of the United States, 
but I believe one of the things that gen
era ted the large vote here last week, on 
the amendment about the policy on uni
form application, was the way those cases 
were handled by the Court. 

In the middle of a school term, when 
none of the districts in Holmes County, 
and there were 33, not one single one 
was at fault; they had not violated any 
order of the Cow·t, they were in com
pliance with all the dictates of the Court 
orders, they had been allowed this addi
tional time on the advice of the testi
mony of HEW and the position of the 
Attorney General of the United States; 
but, nevertheless, they were jerked up in 
the middle of the school term and de
mands were made by the Court that all 
the teachers be reshufiled, and that all 
the students be reshuffied, rezoned. re
orientated, and shifted off to other 
schools and that some schools be closed. 
That is unbelievable. 

Those were the items I mentioned here 

1n the plans that had been gotten up 
hastily by HEW. But the HEW saw that 
it would not work, as there was not 
enough time; nevertheless, the Court 
over here said, "Put them into effect any
way." 

There was one place I know of-it 
was later corrected-where 960 high 
school students were assigned to a build
ing that would hold only 350. So the 
other 610, if it was a rainy day, or it 
was snowing, would have been left out 
out there in the cold, if the order had 
ever been carried out. As I say, it was 
corrected. 
· That showed the undue haste in the 
entire matter. They were notified that 
this change had to come about on Jan
uary 1, notice having been given about 
November 10. 

That, of course, destroyed the re
mainder of the school year until Jan
uary 1. The frustration, the uncertainty, 
the sadness of little children being taken 
from their playmates and being shifted 
off to another part of the school district, 
teachers being transferred, with lifelong 
friendships being marred, with contracts 
to teach in a certain school not being 
worth the paper they were written on
all these things were happening. It killed 
that session of the school year, and 
when they made the physical change, 
that killed the rest, so far as the educa
tion of those children was concerned. 

Mr. President, to HEW, education is 
not the object of schools in the areas 
that are being treated this way. It is 
their last object. Integration is their first 
object. 

The school administrators are being 
told by representatives of the Depart
ment here, "Put them where you please 
so far as the school building is con
cerned, as long as you maintain the 
quotas, the percentages." 

Now that is the very thing they said 
they did not want when they had the 
civil rights legislation. The relationships 
of percentages to colored and white stu
dents was not to be considered. 

Now that will be denied, perhaps, but 
that is the test. That is what is called 
the quota system. It is expressed in vari
ous ways by zoning, and so forth. These 
cases are too severe for education to sur
vive. That is what the case of Beatrice 
Alexander against Holmes County School 
Board cited. 

After that precedent was set, they 
brought up all the cases from the South, 
from Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, and 
other States, and decided all of them 
in the same way-total and immediate 
integration. 

The judges in the fifth circuit in New 
Orleans, on some of their panels, said, 
"Regardless, we are not going to order 
something contrary to our judgment." 
And they tried to give them a little more 
time. The Supreme Court reversed that 
and ordered total integration now. 

That is what we are up against. The 
item here concerning busing is one of the 
key parts. 

I do not have any full solution to this 
perplexing problem. But I know it is not 
being solved in the pattern of operations 
we now have. 

On my responsibility to my fellow Sen
ators, I say that in large areas, education 
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for the children is being destroyed. There 
is not an atmosphere that is conducive 
to learning, to encouragement, to the 
inspiration of these youngsters that have 
good minds or those that have practical 
talent in terms of vocational fields or 
anything else. 

One does not have to believe me on 
that statement. Look around here. I am 
not referring to the city schools here. 
My goodness alive. We all want better 
schools and more effectively taught 
schools and more and better teachers. 

What we are getting is disillusionment, 
frustration, and defeatism. And when I 
say that, I mean all students. 

I hope that we may have the attention 
tomorrow, and I believe that we will, of 
the membership of the body that has 
decided we must move in here and take 
some positive action. 

I speak with great deference to the 
courts. But I was never more satisfied of 
anything than that the judges, or any 
other professional group not trained in 
education, are not capable of operating 
our schools. And the quicker we realize 
that and the more of them realize it, the 
quicker we will get back on the track. 

I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS-UNANIMOUS
CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
would the Senator be averse to the lead
ership tomorrow calling up a noncon
troversial treaty having to do with 
intellectual and industrial property con
ventions, which was reported unani
mously by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations? I see the ranking member in 
the Chamber, the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SPARKMAN) . It meets with full ap
proval all around. Would the Senator 
from Mississippi be averse to having a 
vote on that at, say 10:20 a.m. tomorrow, 
which would be right after the morning 
hour? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, reserving the right to object, is 
this a vote on a bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. A vote on the treaty, 
before the pending bill is laid bef.ore the 
Senate tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
later reduced to writing, is as follows: 

Ordered, that at 10:20 a.m. on Saturday, 
February 28, 1970, the Senate proceed to vote 
on the resolution of ratification to the con
ventions on intellectual and industrial prop
erty (Ex. A, 91st Cong, 1st Sess.). 

EXECUTIVE SESSION: CONVENTION 
ESTABLISHING THE WORLD IN
TELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGA
NIZATION AND PARIS CONVEN
TION FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY, AS RE
VISED 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1 

move that the Senate go into executive 
session for the purpose of considering 
Executive A, 91st Congress, first session, 
having to do with intellectual and in
dustrial property conventions. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 

Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 
proceeded to the consideration of Execu
tive A, 91st Congress, first session, a 
convention establishing the World In
tellectual Property OrganiZation and 
Paris Convention for the Protection of 
Industrial Property, as revised, which was 
read the second time, as follows: 
CONVENTION ESTABLISHING THE WORLD 

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZA
TION, SIGNED AT STOCKHOLM ON 
JULY 14, 1967 
The Contracting Parties, 
Desiring to contribute to better under

standing and cooperation among States for 
their mutual benefit on the basis of respect 
for their sovereignty and equality, 

Desiring, in order to encourage creative 
activity, to promote the protection of intel
lectual property throughout the world, 

Desiring to modernize and render more 
efficient the administration of the Unions 
established in the fields of the protection 
of industrial property and the protection of 
literary and artistic works, while fully re
specting the independence of each of the 
Unions, 

Agree as follows: 
ARTICLE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ORGANIZ ... TION 

The World Intellectual Property Organiza
tion is hereby established. 

ARTICLE 2 

DEFINITIONS 

For the purposes of this Convention: 
(i) "Organization" shall mean the World 

Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO); 
(ii) "International Bureau" shall mean 

the International Bureau of Intellectual 
Property; 

(iii) "Paris Convention" shall mean the 
Convention for the Protection of Industrial 
Property signed on March 20, 1883, includ
ing any of its revisions; 

(iv) "Berne Convention" shall mean the 
Convention for the Protection of Literary 
and Artistic Works signed on September 9, 
1886, including any of its revisions; 

(v) "Paris Union" shall mean the Inter
national Union established by the Paris Con
vention; 

(vi) "Berne Union" shall mean the Inter
national Union established by the Berne 
Convention; 

(vii) "Unions" shall mean the Paris Union, 
the Special Unions and Agreements estab
lished in relation with that Union, the 
Berne Union, and any other international 
agreement designed to promote the protec
tion of intellectual property whose admin
istration is assumed by the Organization ac
cording to Article 4(iii); 

(viii) "intellectual property" shall include 
the rights relating to: 

-literary, artistic and scientific works, 
-performances of performing artists, 

phonograms, and broadcasts. 
-inventions in all fields of human en-

deavor, 
-scientific discoveries, 
-industrial designs, 
-trademarks, service marks, and commer-

cial names and designations, 
-protection against unfair competition, 

and all other rights resulting from intellectu
al activity in the industrial, scientific, literary 
or artistic fields. 

ARTICLE 3 
OBJECTIVES OF THE ORGANIZATION 

The objectives of the Organization are: 
(i) to promote the protection of intellectu

al property throughout the world through 
cooperation among States and, where appro
priate, in collaboration with any other in
ternational organization, 

(ii) to ensure administrative cooperation 
among the Unions. 

ARTICLE 4 
FUNCTIONS 

In order to attain the objectives described 
in Article 3, the Organization, through its 
appropriate organs, and subject to the com
petence of each of the Unions: 

(i) shall promote the development of 
measures designed to facilitate the efficient 
protection of intellectual property through
out the world and to harmonize national 
legisla.tion in this field; 

(ii) shall perform the administrative tasks 
of the Paris Union, the Special Unions estab
lished in relation with that Union, and the 
Berne Union; 

(iii) may agree to assume, or participate 
in, the administration of any other inter
national agreement designed to promote the 
protection of intellectual property; 

(iv) shall encourage the conclusion of 
international agreements designed to pro
mote the protection of intellectual property; 

(v) shall offer its cooperation to States re
questing legal-technical assistance in the 
field of intellectual property; 

(vi) shall assemble and disseminate in
formation concerning the protection of in
tellectual property, carry out and promote 
studies in this field, and publish the results 
of such studies; 

(vii) shall maintain services facilitating 
the international protection of intellectual 
property and, where appropriate, provide for 
registration in this field and the publication 
of the data concerning the registrations; 

(viii) shall take all other appropriate 
action. 

ARTICLE 5 
MEMBERSHIP 

(1) Membership in the Organization shall 
be open to any State which is a member of 
any of the Unions as defined in Article 2(vii). 

(2) Membership in the Organization shall 
be equally open to any State not a member 
of any of the Unions, provided that: 

(i) it is a member of the United Nations, 
any of the Specialized Agencies brought into 
relationship with the United Nations, or the 
International Atoinic Energy Agency or is a 
party to the Statute of the Interna,tional 
Court of Justice, or 

(ii) it is invited by the General Assembly 
to become a party to this Convention. 

ARTICLE 6 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

( 1) (a) There shall be a General Assembly 
consisting of the States party to this Con
vention which are members of any of the 
Unions. 

(b) The Government of each State shall 
be represented by one delegate, who may be 
assisted by alternate delegates, advisors, and 
experts. 

(c) The expenses of each delegation shall 
be borne by the Government which has ap
pointed it. 

(2) The General Assembly shall: 
(i) appoint the Director General upon 

nomination by the Coordination Commit
tee; 

(ii) review and approve reports of the 
Director General concerning the Organiza
tion and give him all necessary instructions; 

(iii) review and approve the reports and 
activities of the Coordination Committee and 
give instruction to such Committee; 

(iv) adopt the triennial budget of ex
penses common to the Unions; 

(v) approve the measures proposed by the 
Director General concerning the adminis
tration of the international agreements re
ferred to in Article 4 (iii); 

(vi) adopt the financial regulations of the 
Organization; 

(vii) determine the working languages of 
the Secretariat, taking into consideration 
the practice of the United Nations; 

(viii) invite States referred to under Arti-
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cle 5(2) (11) to become party to this Con
vention; 

(iX) determine which States not Members 
of the Organization and which intergovern
mental and international non-governmental 
organizations shall be admitted to its meet
ings as observers; 

(x) exercise such other functions as are 
appropriate under this Convention. 

(3) (a) Each State, whether member of one 
or more Unions, shall have one vote in the 
General Assembly. 

(b) One-half of the States members of the 
General Assembly shall constitute a quorum. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub
paragraph (b), if in any session, the num
ber of States represented is less than one
half but equal to or more than one-third 
of the States members of the General As
sembly, the General Assembly may make de
cisions concerning its own procedure, all such 
decisions shall take effect only if the follow
ing conditions are fulfilled. The Interna
tional Bureau shall communicate the said 
decisions to the States members of the Gen
eral Assembly which were not represented and 
shall invite them to express in writing their 
vote or abstention within a period of three 
months from the date of the communication. 
If, at the expiration of this period, the num
ber of States having thus expressed their 
vote or abstention attains the number of 
States which wa.s lacking for attaining the 
quorum in the session itself, such decisions 
shall take effect provided that at the same 
time the required majority stlll obtains. 

(d) Subject to the provisions of subpara
graphs (e) and (/), the General Assembly 
shall make its decisions by a majority of 
two-thirds of the votes cast. 

(e) The approval of measures concerning 
the administration of international agree
ments referred to in Article 4(11i) shall re
quire a majority of three-fourths of the 
votes cast. 

(/) The approval of an agreement with the 
United Nations under Articles 57 and 63 of 
the Charter of the United Nations shall re
quire a majority of nine-tenths of the votes 
cast. 

(g) For the appointment of Director Gen
eral (paragraph (2) (i)), the approval of 
measures proposed by the Director General 
concerning the administration of interna
tional agreements (paragraph (2) (v)), and 
the transfer of headquarters (Article 10). the 
required majority must be attained not only 
in the General Assembly but also in the As
sembly of the Paris Union and the Assembly 
of the Berne Union. 

(h) Abstentions shall not be considered as 
votes. 

(i) A delegate may represent, and vote in 
the name of, one State only. 

(4) (a) The General Assembly shall meet 
once in every third calendar year in ordinary 
session, upon convocation by the Director 
General. 

(b) The General Assembly shall meet in 
extraordinary session upon convocation by 
the Director General either at the request 
of the Coordination Committee or at the 
request of one-fourth of the States mem
bers of the General Assembly. 

(c) Meetings shall be held at the head
quarters of the Organization. 

(5) States party to this Convention which 
are not members of any of the Unions shall 
be admitted to the meetings of the General 
Assembly a.s observers. 

(6) The General Assembly shall adopt its 
own rules of procedure. 

ARTICLE 7 
CONFERENCE 

(1) (a) There shall be a Conference con
sisting of the States party to this Convention 
whether or not they are members of any of 
the Unions. 

(b) The Government of each State shall 
be represented by one delegate, who may be 

assisted by alternate delegates, advisors, and 
experts. 

(c) The expenses of each delegation shall 
be borne by the Government whioh has ap
pointed it. 

(2) The Conference shall: 
(i) discuss matters of general interest in 

the field of intellectual property and may 
adopt recommendations relating to such ma.t
ters, having regard for the competence and 
autonomy of the Unions; 

(11) adopt the triennial budget of the 
Conference; 

(iii) within the limits of the budget of the 
Conference, establish the triennial program 
of legal-technical assistance; 

(iv) adopt amendments to this Conven
tion as provided in Article 17; 

(v) determine which States not Members 
of the Organization and which intergovern
mental and international nongovernmental 
organizations shall be admitted to its meet
ings as observers: 

(vi) exercise such other functions a.s are 
appropriate under this Convention. 

(3) (a) Each Member State shall have one 
vote in the Conference. 

(b) One-third of the Member States shall 
constitute a quorum. 

(c) Subject to the provisions of Article 17, 
the Conference shall make its decisions by a 
majority of two-thirds of the votes cast. 

(d) The amounts of the contributions of 
States party to this Convention not members 
of any of the Unions shall be fixed by a vote 
in which only the delegates of such States 
shall have the right to vote. 

(e) Abstentions shall not be considered as 
votes. 

(f) A delegate may represent, and vote in 
the name of, one State only. 

(4) (a) The Conference shall meet in ordi
nary session, upon convocation by the Direc
tor General, during the same period anct at 
the same place as the General Assembly. 

(b) The Conference shall meet in ex
traordinary session, upon convocation by the 
Director General, at the request of the ma
jority of the Member States. 

( 5) The Conference shall adopt its own 
rules of procedure. 

ARTICLE 8 
COORDINATION COMMITTEE 

(1) (a) There shall be a Coordination 
Committee consisting of the States party to 
this Convention which are members of the 
Executive Committee of the Paris Union, or 
the Executive Committee of the Berne Union, 
or both. However, lf either of these Executive 
Committees is composed of more than one
fourth of the number of the countries mem
bers of the Assembly which elected it, then 
such Executive Committee shall designate 
from among its members the States which 
wlll be members of the Coordination Com
mittee, in such a way that their number shall 
not exceed the one-fourth referred to above, 
it being understood that the country on the 
territory of which the Organization has its 
headquarters shall not be included in the 
computation of the said one-fourth. 

(b) The Government of each State mem
ber of the Coordination Committee shall be 
represented by one delegate, who may be 
assisted by alternate delegates, advisors, and 
experts. 

(c) Whenever the Coordination Commit
tee considers either matters of direct inter
est to the program or budget of the Confer
ence and its agenda, or proposals for the 
amendment of this Convention which would 
affect the rights or obligations of States party 
to this Convention not members of any of 
the Unions, one-fourth of such States shall 
participate in the meetings of the Coordina
tion Committee with the same rights as 
members of that Committee. The Conference 
shall, at each of its ordinary session, des
ignate these states. 

(d) The expenses of each delegation shall 

be borne by the Government which ha-s ap
pointed it. 

(2) If the other Unions administered by 
the Organization wish to be represented as 
such in the Coordination Committee, their 
representatives must be appointed from 
among the States members of t he Coordina
tion Committee. 

(3) The Coordination Committee shall: 
(i) give advice to the organs of the Unions, 

the General Assembly, the Conference, and 
the Director General, on all administrative, 
financial and other mattern of common in
terest either to two or more of the Unions, 
or to one or more of the Unions and the 
Organization, and in particular on the budget 
of expenses common to the Unions; 

(ii) prepare the draft agenda of the Gen
eral Assembly; 

(iii) prepare the draft agenda and the 
draft program and budget of the Conference; 

(iv) on the basis of the triennial budget 
of expenses common to the Unions and the 
triennial budget of the Conference, as well 
as on the basis of the triennial program of 
legal-technical assistance, establish the cor
responding annual budgets and programs; 

(v) when the term of office of the Director 
General is about to expire, or when there is 
a vacancy in the post of the Director Gen
eral, nominate a candidate for appointment 
to such position by the General Assembly; 
if the General Assembly does not appoint its 
nominee, the Coordination Committee shall 
nominate another candidate; this procedure 
shall be repeated until the latest nominee is 
appointed by the General Assembly; 

(vi) if the post of the Director General 
becomes vacant between two sessions of the 
General Assembly, appoint an Acting Direc
tor General for the term preceding the as
suming of office by the new Director Gen
eral; 

(vii) perform such other functions as are 
allocated to it under this Convention. 

(4) (a) The Coordination Committee shall 
meet once every year in ordinary session, 
upon convocation by the Director General. 
It shall normally meet at the headquarters 
of the Organization. 

(b) The Coordination Committee shaH 
meet in extraordinary session, upon convoca
tion by the Director General, either on his 
own lnitiative, or at the request of its Chair
man or one-fourth of its members. 

(5) (a) Each State, whether a member of 
one or both of the Executive Committees 
referred to in paragraph (1) (a), shall have 
one vote in the Coordination Committee. 

(b) One-half Of the members of the Co
ordination Committee shall constitute a 
quorum. 

(c) A delegate may represent, and vote in 
the name of, one State only. 

(6) (a) The Coordination Committee shall 
express its oplnions and make its decisions 
by a simple majority of the votes cast. Ab
stentions shall not be considered as votes. 

(b) Even if a simple majority is obtained, 
any member of the Coordination Commit
tee may, immediately after the vote, request 
that the votes be the subject of a special 
recount in the following manner: two sep
arate lists shall be prepared, one containing 
the names of the States members of the 
Executive Committee of the Paris Union and 
the other the names of the States members 
of the Executive Committee of the Berne 
Union; the vote of each State shall be in
scribed opposite its name in each list in 
which it appears. Should this special re .. 
count indicate that a simple majority has 
not been obtained in each of those lists, the 
proposal shall not be considered as carried. 

(7) Any State Member of the Organiza
tion which is not a member of the Coordina
tion Committee may be represented at the 
meetings o! the Committee by observers hav
ing the right to take part in the debates but 
without the right to vote. 
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(8) The Coordination Committee shall es

tablish its own rules of procedure. 
ARTICLE 9 

INTERNATIONAL BUREAU 

( 1) The International Bureau shall be the 
Secretariat of the Organization. 

(2) The International Bureau shall be 
directed by the Director General, assisted 
by two or more Deputy Directors General. 

( 3) The Director General shall be ap
pointed for a fixed term, which shall be not 
less than six years. He shall be eligible for 
reappointment for fixed terms. The period 
of the initial appointment and possible sub
sequent appointments, as well as all other 
conditions of the appointment, shall be fixed 
by the General Assembly. 

(4) (a) The Director General shall be the 
chief executive of the Organization. 

(b) He shall represent the Organization. 
(c) He shall report to, and conform to the 

instructions of, the General Assembly as to 
the internal and external affairs of the Or
ganization. 

( 5) The Director General shall prepare the 
draft programs and budgets and periodical 
reports on activities. He shall transmit them 
to the Governments of the interested States 
and to the competent organs of the Unions 
and the Organization. 

( 6) The Director General and any staff 
member designated by him shall participate, 
without the right to vote, in all meetings of 
the General Assembly, the Conference, the 
Coordination Committee, and any other 
committee or working group. The Director 
General or a staff member designated by 
him shall be ex officio secretary of these 
bodies. 

(7) The Director General shall appoint the 
staff necessary for the efficient perf:>rmance 
of the tasks of the International Bureau. He 
shall appoint the Deputy Directors General 
after the approval by the Coordination Com
mittee. The conditions of employment shall 
be fixed by the staff regulations to be ap
proved by the Coordination Committee on 
the proposal of the Director General. The 
paramount consideration in the employment 
of the staff and in the determination of the 
conditions of service shall be the necessity of 
securing the highest standards of efficiency, 
competence, and integrity. Due regard shall 
be paid to the importance of recruiting the 
staff on as wide a geographical basis as 
possible. 

(8) The nature of the responsibilities of 
the Director General and of the staff shall be 
exclusively international. In the discharge of 
their duties they shall not seek or receive 
instructions from any Government or from 
any authority external to the Organization. 
They shall refrain from any action which 
might prejudice their position as interna
tional officials. Each Member State under
takes to respect the exclusively international 
character of the responsibilities of the Direc
tor General and the staff, and not to seek to 
influence them in the discharge of their 
duties. 

ARTICLE 10 
HEADQUARTERS 

( 1) The headquarters of the Organiza
tion shall be at Geneva. 

(2) Its transfer may be decided as pro
vided for in Article 6(3) (d) and (g). 

ARTICLE 11 

FINANCES 

(1) The Organization shall have two sepa
rate budgets: the budget of expenses com
mon to the Unions, and the budget of the 
Conference. 

(2) (a) The budget of expenses common to 
the Unions shall include provision for ex
penses of interest to several Unions. 

(b) This budget shall be financed from 
the following sources: 

(i) contributions of the Unions, provided 

that the amount of the contribution of each 
Union shall be fixed by the Assembly of that 
Union, having regard to the interest the 
Union has in the common expenses; 

(11) charges ~ue for services performed by 
the International Bureau not in direct rela
tion with any of the Unions or not received 
for services rendered by the International 
Bureau in the field of legal-technical assist
ance; 

(iii) sale of, or royalties on, the publica
tions of the International Bureau not di
rectly concerning any of the Unions; 

(iv) gifts, bequests, and subventions, given 
to the Organization, except those referred 
to in paragraph (3) (b) (iv); 

(v) rents, interests, and other miscellane
ous income, of the Organization. 

(3) (a) The budget of the Conference 
shall include provision for the expenses of 
holding sessions of the Conference and for 
the cost of the legal-technical assistance 
program. 

(b) This budget shall be financed from the 
following sources: 

(i) contributions of States party to this 
Convention not members of any of the 
Unions; 

(ii) any sums made available to this budg
et by the Unions, provided that the amount 
of the sum made available by each Union 
shall be fixed by the Assembly of that Union 
and that each Union shall be free to abstain 
from contributing to the said budget; 

(iii) sums received for services rendered 
by the International Bureau in the field of 
legal-technical assistance; 

(iv) gifts, bequests, and subventions, given 
to the Organization for the purposes re
ferred to in subparagraph (a) . 

(4) (a) For the purpose of establishing its 
contribution towards the budget of the Con
ference, each State party to this Convention 
not member of any of the Unions shall be
long to a class, and shall pay its annual 
contributions on the basis of a number of 
units fixed as follows: 

Class A------------------------------- 10 
Class B--------------- ---------------- 3 
Class C- - ----------------------------- 1 

(b) Each such State shall, concurrently 
with taking action as provided in Article 
14(1), indicate the class to which it wishes 
to belong. Any such State may change class. 
If it chooses a lower class, the State must 
announce it to the Conference at one of its 
ordinary sessions. Any such change shall take 
effect at the beginning of the calendar year 
following the session. 

(c) The annual contribution of each such 
State shall be an amount in the same pro
portion to the total sum to be contributed 
to the budget of the Conference by all such 
States as the number of its units is to the 
total of the units of all the said States. 

(d) Contributions shall become due on the 
first of January of each year. 

(e) If the budget is not adopted before 
the beginning of a new financial period, the 
budget shall be at the same level as the budg
et of the previous year, in accordance with 
the financial regulations. 

(5) Any State party to this Convention 
not member of any of the Unions which is 
in arrears in the payment of its financial 
contributions under the present Article, and 
any State party to this Convention member 
of any of the Unions which is in arrears in 
the payment of its contributions to any of 
the Unions, shall have no vote in any of the 
bodies of the Organization of which it is a 
member, if the amount of its arrears equals 
or exceeds the amount of the contributions 
due from it for the preceding two full years. 
However, any of these bodies may allow such 
a State to continue to exercise its vote in 
that body if, and as long as, it is satisfied 
that the delay in payment arises from excep
tional and unavoidable circumstances. 

(6) The amount of the fees and charges 
due for services rendered by the Interna
tional Bureau in the field of legal-technical 
assistance shall be established, and shall be 
reported to the Coordination Committee, by 
the Director General. 

(7) The Organization, with the approval 
of the Coordination Committee, may receive 
gifts, bequests, and subventions, directly 
from Governments, public or private insti
tutions, associations or private persons. 

(8) (a) The Organization shall have a 
working capital fund which shall be consti
tuted by a single payment made by the 
Unions and by each State party to this Con
vention not member of any Union. If the 
fund becomes insufficient, it shall be in
creased. 

(b) The amount of the single payment of 
each Union and its possible participation ln 
any increase shall be decided by its Assem
bly. 

(c) The amount of the single payment of 
each State party to this Convention not 
member of any Union and its part in any 
increase shall be a proportion of the contri
bution of that State for the year in which 
the fund is established or the increase de
cided. The proportion and the terms of pay
ment shall be fixed by the Conference on 
the proposal of the Director General and 
after it has heard the advice of the Coordina
tion Committee. 

(9) (a) In the headquarters agreement 
concluded with the State on the territory of 
which the Organization has its headquar
ters, it shall be provided that, whenever the 
working capital fund is insufficient, such 
State shall grant advances. The amount of 
these advances and the conditions on which 
they are granted shall be the subject of sepa
rate agreements, in each case, between such 
State and the Organization. As long as it re
mains under the obligation to grant ad
vances, such State shall have an ex officio 
seat on the Coordination Committee. 

(b) The State referred to in subparagraph 
(a) and the Organization shall each have 
the right to denounce the obligation to grant 
advances, by written notification. Denuncia
tion shall take effect three years after the 
end of the year in which it has been notified. 

(10) The auditing of the accounts shall 
be effected by one or more Member States, or 
by external auditors, as provided in the fi
nancial regulations. They shall be desig
nated, with their agreement, by the General 
Assembly. 

ARTICLE 12 
LEGAL CAPACITY; PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES 

( 1) The Organization shall enjoy on the 
territory of eaoh Member State, in con
formity with the laws of that State, such 
legal capacity as may be necessary for the 
fulfillment of the Organization's objectives 
and for the exercise of its functions. 

(2) The Organization shall conclude a 
headquarters agreement with the Swiss Con
federation and with any other State in which 
the headquarters may subsequently be lo
cated 

(3). The Organization may conclude bi
lateral or multilateral agreements with the 
other Member States with a view to the en
joyment by the Organization, its officials, 
and representatives of all Member States, of 
such privileges and immunities as may be 
necessary for the fulfillment of its objectives 
and for the exercise of its functions. 

(4) The Director General may negotiate 
and, after approval by the Coordination 
Commit tee, shall conclude and sign on be
half of the Organization the agreements re
.ferred to in paragraphs (2) and (3). 

ARTICLE 13 
RELATIONS WI'.: II OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

( 1) The Organization shall, where appro
priate, establish working relations and co
operate with other intergovernmental or-



February 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 5249 
ganizations. Any general agreement to such 
effect entered into with such organizations 
shall be conclUded by the Director General 
after approval by the Coordination Com
mittee. 

(2) The Organization may, on matters 
within its competence, make suitable ar
rangements for consultation and coopera
tion with international non-governmental 
organizations and, with the consent of the 
Governments concerned, with national or
ganizations, governmental or non-govern
mental. Such arrangements shall be made 
by the Director General after approval by 
the Coordination Committee. 

ARTICLE 14 
BECOMING PARTY TO THE CONVENTION 

( 1) States referred to in Article 5 may be
come party to this Convention and Mem
ber of the Organization by: 

(i) signature without reservation as to 
ratification, or 

(ii) signature subject to ratification fol
lowed by the deposit of an instrument of 
ratification, or 

(iii) deposit of an instrument of accession. 
(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of this Convention, a State party to the 
Paris Convention, the Berne Convention, or 
both Conventions, may become party to this 
Convention only if it concurrently ratifies 
or accedes to, or only after it has ratified 
or acceded to: 
either the Stockholm Act of the Paris 
Convention in its entirety or with only the 
limitation set forth in Article 20(1) (b) (i) 
thereof, or the Stockholm Act of the Berne 
Convention in its entirety or with only the 
limitation set forth in Article 28(1) (b) (i) 
thereof. 

(3) Instruments of ratification or acces
sion shall be deposited with the Director 
General. 

ARTICLE 15 
ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE CONVENTION 

( 1) This Convention shall enter into force 
three months after ten States members of 
the Paris Union and seven States members 
of the Berne Union have taken action as 
provided in Article 14(1), it being understood 
that, if a State is a member of both Unions 
it will be counted in both groups. On that 
date, this Convention shall enter into force 
also in respect of States which, not being 
members of either of the two Unions, have 
taken action as provided in Article 14(1) 
three months or more prior to that date. 

(2) In respect to any other State, this 
Convention shall enter into force three 
months after the date on which such State 
takes action as provided in Article 14(1). 

ARTICLE 16 
RESERVATIONS 

No reservations to this Convention are 
permitted. 

ARTICLE 17 
AMENDMENTS 

(1) Proposals for the amendment of this 
Convention may be initiated by any Mem
ber State, by the Coordination Committee, 
or by the Director General. Such proposals 
shall be communicated by the Director Gen
eral to the Member States at least six months 
in advance of their consideration by the 
Conference. 

(2) Amendments shall be adopted by the 
Conference. Whenever amendments would 
affect the rights and obligations of States 
party to this Convention not members of any 
of the Unions, such States shall also vote. 
On all other amendments proposed, only 
States party to this Convention members of 
any Union shall vote. Amendments shall be 
adopted by a simple majority of the votes 
cast, provided that the Conference shall vote 
only on such proposals for amendments as 
have previously been adopted by the As
sembly of the Paris Union and the Assembly 

of the Berne Union according to the rules 
applicable in each of them regarding the 
adoption of amendments to the administra
tive provisions of their respective Conven
tions. 

(3) Any amendment shall enter into force 
one month after written notifications of ac
ceptance, effected in accordance with their 
respective constitutional processes, have 
been received by the Director General from 
three-fourths of the States Members of the 
Organization, entitled to vote on the pro
posal for amendment pursuant to paragraph 
(2), at the time the Conference adopted the 
amendment. Any amendments thus accepted 
shall bind all the States which are Members 
of the Organization at the time the amend
ment enters into force or which become 
Members at a subsequent date, provided that 
any amendment increasing the financial ob
ligations of Member States shall bind only 
those States which have notified their ac
ceptance of such amendment. 

ARTICLE 18 
DENUNCIATION 

( 1) Any Member State may denounce this 
Convention by notification addressed to the 
Director General. 

(2) Denunciation shall take effect six 
months after the day on which the Director 
General has received the notification. 

ARTICLE 19 
NOTIFICATIONS 

The Director General shall notify the Gov
ernments of all Member States of: 

(i) the date of entry into force of the 
Convention, 

(11) signatures and deposits of instruments 
of ratification or accession, 

(iii) acceptances of an amendment to this 
Convention, and the date upon which the 
amendment enters into force, 

(iv) denunciations of this Convention. 
ARTICLE 20 

FINAL PROVISIONS 
(1) (a) This Convention shall be signed 

in a single copy in English, French, Russian 
and Spanish, all texts being equally authen
tic, and shall be deposited with the Govern
ment of Sweden. 

(b) This Convention shall remain open 
for signature at Stockholm until January 
13, 1968. 

(2) Official texts shall be established by 
the Director General, after consultation with 
the interested Governments, in German, 
Italian and Portuguese, and such other lan
guages as the Conference may designate. 

(3) The Director General shall transmit 
two duly certified copies of this Conven
tion and of each amendment adopted by the 
Conference to the Governments of the States 
members of the Paris or Berne Unions, to 
the Government of any other State when it 
accedes to this Convention, and, on re
quest, to the Government of any other State. 
The copies of the signed text of the Con
vention transmitted to the Governments 
shall be certified by the Government of Swe
den. 

(4) The Director General shall register 
this Convention with the Secretariat of the 
United Nations. 

ARTICLE 21 

TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS 
(1) Until the first Director General as

sumes office, references in this Convention 
to the International Bureau or to the Direc
tor General shall be deemed to be references 
to the United International Bureaux for the 
Protection of Industrial, Literary and Artis
tic Property (also called the United Inter
national Bureaux for the Protection of In
tellectual property (BPRPI) ) , or its Director, 
respectfully. 

(2) (a) States which are members of any of 
the Unions but which have not become party 

to this Convention may, for five years from 
the date of entry into force of this Conven
tion, exercise, if they so desire, the same 
rights as if they had become party to this 
Convention. Any State desiring to exercise 
such rights shall give written notification to 
this effect to the Director General; this noti
fication sha'll be effective on the date of its 
receipt. Such States shall be deemed to be 
members of the General Assembly and the 
Conference until the expiration o! the said 
period. 

(b) Upon expiration of this five-year 
period, such States shall have no right to 
vote in the General Assembly, the Confer
ence, and the Coordination Committee. 

(c) Upon becoming party to this Conven
tion, such States shall regain such right to 
vote. 

(3) (a) As long as there are States members 
of the Paris or Berne Unions which have 
not become party to this Convention, the 
International Bureau and the Director Gen
eral shall also function as the United Inter
national Bureaux for the Protection of In
dustrial, Literary and Artistic Property, and 
its Director, respectively. 

(b) The staff in the employment of the 
said Bureaux on the date of entry into force 
of this Convention shall, during the transi
tional period referred to in subparagraph 
(a), be considered as also employed by the 
International Bureau. 

(4) (a) Once all the States members of 
the Paris Union have become Members of 
the Organization, the rights, obligations, and 
property, of the Bureau of that Union shall 
devolve on the International Bureau of the 
Organization. 

(b) Once all the States members of the 
Berne Union have become Members of the 
Organization, the rights, obligations, and 
property, of the Bureau of that Union shall 
devolve on the International Bureau of the 
Organization. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Undersigned, 
being duly authorized thereto, have signed 
this Convention. 

DoNE at Stockholm, on July 14, 1967. 
For Afghanistan: 
For South Africa: 

(Subject to ratification) 
T. SCHOEMAN 

For Albania: 
For Algeria: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
A.HACENE 

For Saudi Arabia: 
For Argentina: 
For Australia: 
For Austria: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
GOTTFRIED H. THALER 
Dr. ROBERT DITTRICH 

For Barbados: 
For Belgium: 

(Sous res-erve de ratification) 
BON F, COGELS 

For Burma: 
For Boll via: 
For Botswana: 
For Brazil: 
For Bulgaria: 

V. CHIVAROV 11.1.1968 g. 
(Translation) Subject to ratification. The 

People's Republic of Bulgaria is making a 
statement on the wording of Article 5 of 
the Convention expressed in note verbale 
sub. No. 31 of January 11 of the Bulgarian 
Embassy at Stockholm presented to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom 
of Sweden. 

For Burundi: 
For Cambodia: 
For Cameroon: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
D.EKANI 

For Canada: 
For Ceylon: 
For Chile: 
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For Cyprus: 
For Colombia: 
For the Congo (Brazzaville): 
For the Congo (Democratic Republic of) : 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
G.MULENDA 

For Coast a Rica: 
For the Ivory Coast: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
Bn..L 

For Cuba: 
For Dahomey: 
For Denmark: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
J.PALUDAN 

For El Salvador: 
For Ecuador: 

(Sujeto a ratificaci6n) 
E. SANCHEZ 

For Spain: 
(Ad referendum) 

J.F.ALCOVER 
ELECTO J. GARCIA 'l'E.rEDOJt 

For the United States of America: 
(Subject to ratification) 

EuGENE M. BRADERMAN 
For Ethiopia: 
For Finland: 

(Subject to ratification) 
PAUL GUSTAFSSON 

For France: 
(Sous reserve de ratification) 

B. DE MENTHON 
For Gabon: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
J.F. OYOuE 

For Gambia: 
For Ghana: 
For Greece: 

(Ad referendum) 
J. A. DRACO"ULIS 

For Guatemala: 
For Guinea: 
FOr Guyana: 
For Haiti: 
For the Upper Volta: 
For Honduras: 
For Hungary: 

(Subject to ratification) 
ESZTERGALYOS 12/1/1968 

FOr the Maldive Islands: 
For India: 
For Indonesia: 

(Subject to ratification) 
IBRAHIM JASIN 12th January 1968 

For Iraq: 
For Iran: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
A. DARAI 

For Ireland: 
VALENTIN IREMONGER 12 January 1968 

For Iceland: 
(Subject to ratification) 

ARNI TRYGGVASON 
For Israel: 

(Subject to ratification) 
G. GAVRIELI 
Z.SHER 

For Italy: 
(Sous reserve de ratification) 

CIPPICO 
GIORGIO RANZI 

For Jamaica: 
FOr Japan: 

(Subject to ratification) 
M. TAKAHASHI 
C.KAWADE 
K. ADACHI 

For Jordan: 
For Kenya: 

(Subject to ratification) 
M. K. MWENDWA 

For Kuwait: 
For Laos: 
For Lesotho: 
For Lebanon; 
For Liberia: 
For Liechtenstein: 

(Subject to ratification) 
MARIANNE MAR:XER 

For Luxembourg: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
J.P. HOFFMANN 

For Madagascar: 
(Sous reserve de ratification) 

RATOVONDRIAKA 
For Malaysia: 
For Malawi: 
For Mali: 
For Malta: 
For Morocco: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
H'sSAINE 

For Mauritania: 
For Mexico: 

(Bajo reservo de ratificac16n) 
E. RoJAS Y BENAVIDES 

For Monaco: 
(Sous reserve de ratification) 

J. M.NOTARI 
For Mongolia: 
For Nepal: 
For Nicaragua: 
For Niger: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
A. WRIGHT 

For Nigeria: 
For Norway: 

(Subject to ratification) 
JENS EVENSEN 
B. STUEVOLD LASSEN 

For New Zealand: 
For Uganda: 
For Pakistan: 
For Panama: 
For Paraguay: 
For the Netherlands: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
GERBRANDY 
W. G. BELINFANTE 

For Peru: 
(Ad Referendum) 

J. FERNANDEZ DAVILA 
For the Phillppines: 

(Subject to ratification) 
LAURO BAJA 

For Poland: 
M. KAJZER 

(Translation) January 10, 1968. Subject to 
later ratification and with the statement 
made in the note of January 10, 1968 of the 
Embassy of the Polish People's Republic at 
Stockholm. 

For Portugal: 
(Sous reserve de ratification) 

ADRIANO DE CARVALHO 
JOSE DE OLIVIERA AsCENSAO 
RUT ALvARo CosTA DE MoRAIS SERRAO 

For the United Arab Republic: 
For the Central African Republic: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
L. P . GAMBA 

For the Republic of Korea: 
For the Dominican Republic: 
For the Federal Republic of Germany: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
KURT HAERTEL 
EUGEN ULMER 

For the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public: 

MALTSEV. November 16, 1967 
(Translation) The Convention is subject 

to later ratification. 
For the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub

lic: 
MALTSEV. November 16, 1967 

(Translation} The Convention is subject 
to later ratification by the Presidium of the 
Supreme Council of the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic. 

For the United Republic of Tanzania: 
For the Republic of Viet-Nam: 
For Romania: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
C. STANESCU 
L. MARINETE 
T. PREDA 

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 

(Subject to ratification) 
GORDON GRANT 
Wn..LIAM WALLACE 

For Rwanda: 
For San Marino: 
For the Holy See: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
GUNNAR STERNER 

For Western Samoa: 
For Senegal: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
A. SECK 

For Sierra Leone: 
For Singapore: 
For Somalia: 
For the Sudan: 
For Sweden: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
HERMAN KLING 

For Switzerland: 
(Sous reserve de ratification) 

HANSMORF 
JOSEPH VOYAME 

For Syria: 
For Chad: 
For Czechoslovakia: 
:'or Thailand: 
For Togo: 
For Trinidad and Tobago: 
For Tunisia: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
M.KEDADZ 

For Turkey: 
For the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub

lics: 
MALTSEV. October 12, 1967 

(Translation) The above Convention is 
subject to later ratification by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. 

For Uruguay: 
For Venezuela: 
For Yugoslavia: 

(Sous reserve de ratification) 
A.JELIC 

For Zambia: 

PARIS CONVENTION FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY OF MARCH 20, 1883 

As Revised at Brussels on December 14, 1900, 
at Washington on June 2, 1911, at The 
Hague on November 6, 1925, at London on 
June 2, 1934, at Lisbon on October 31, 1958, 
and at Stockholm on July 14, 1967 

ARTICLE 1 
[Establishment of the Union; Scope of 

Industrial Property) 1 

(1) The countries to which this Convention 
applies constitute a Union for the protection 
of industrial property. 

(2) The protection of industrial property 
has as its object patents, utility models, in
dustrial designs, trademarks, service marks, 
trade names, indications of source or appel
lations of origin, and the repression of unfair 
competition. 

(3) Industrial property shall be understood 
in the broadest sense and shall apply not 
only to industry and commerce proper, but 
likewise to agricultural and extractive indus
tries and to all manufactured or natural 
products, for example, wines, grain, tobacco 
leaf, fruit, cattle, minerals, mineral waters, 
beer, fiowers and fiour. 

( 4) Patents shall include the various kinds 
of industrial patents recognized by the laws 
of the countries of the Union such as pat
ents of importation, patents of improve
ments, patents and certificates of addition, 
etc. 

ARTICLE 2 
[National Treatment for Nationals o! 

Countries of the Union] 
( 1) Nationals of any country of the Union 

shall, as regards the protection of industrial 
property, enjoy in all the other countries of 
the Union the advantages that their respec
tive laws now grant, or may hereafter grant, 

1 Articles have been given titles to facilitate 
their identification. There are no titles ln the 
signed (French) text. 
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to nationals; all without prejudice to the 
rights specially provided for by this Conven
tion. Consequently, they shall have the same 
protection as the latter, and the same legal 
remedy against any infringement of their 
rights, provided that the conditions and 
formalities imposed upon nationals are com
plied with. 

(2) However, no requirement as to domi
cile or establishment in the country where 
protection is claimed may be imposed upon 
nationals of countries of the Union for the 
enjoyment CJif any industrial property rights. 

(3) Tile provisions of the laws of each of 
the countries of the Union relating to 
judicial and administrative procedure and to 
jurisdiction, and to the designation of an 
address for service or the appointment of an 
agent, which may be required by the laws 
on industrial property are expressly reserved. 

ARTICLE 3 
(Same Treatment for Certain Categories of 

Persons as for Nationals of Countries of the 
Union] 
Nationals of countries outside the Union 

who are domiciled or who have real and ef
fective industrial or commercial establish
ments in the territory of one of the coun
tries of the Union shall be treated in the 
same manner as nationals of the countries 
of the Union. 

ARTICLE 4 
[A to I. Patents, Utility Models, Industrial 

Designs, Marks, Inventors' Certificates: 
Right of Priority.-G. Patents: Division CJif 
the Applicatioll] 
A. (1) Any person who has duly filed an 

application for a patent, or for the registra
tion CJif a utility model, or Of an industrial 
design, or of a trademark, in one of the 
countries of the Union, or his successor in 
title, shall enjoy, for the purpose of filing in 
the other countries, a right of priority during 
the periods hereinafter fixed. 

(2) Any filing that is equivalent to a 
regular national filing under the domestic 
legislation of any country of the Union or 
under bilateral or multilateral treaties con
cluded between countries of the Union shall 
be recognized as giving rise to the right of 
priority. 

(3) By a regular national filing is meant 
any filing that is adequate to establish the 
date on which the application was filed in 
the country concerned, whatever may be the 
subsequent fate of the application. 

B. Consequently, any subsequent filing in 
any of the other countries of the Union be
fore the expiration of the periods referred to 
above shall not be invalidated by reason of 
any acts accomplished in the interval, in 
particular, another filing, the publication or 
exploitation of the invention, the putting on 
sale of copies of the design, or the use of the 
mark, and such acts cannot give -rise to any 
third-party right or any right of personal 
possession. Rights acquired by third parties 
before the date of the first application that 
serves as the basis for the right of priority 
are reserved in accordance with the domestic 
legislation of each country of the Union. 

C. (1) The periods Of priority referred to 
above shall be twelve months for patents and 
utility models, and six months for industrial 
designs and trademarks. 

(2) These periods shall start from the date 
of filing of the first application; the date of 
filing shall not be included in the period. 

(3) If the last day of the period is an offi
cial holiday, or a day when the Office is not 
open for the filing of applications in the 
country where protection is claimed, the 
period shall be extended until the first fol
lowing working day. 

(4) A subsequent application concerning 
the same subject as a previous first applica
tion within the meaning of paragraph (2), 
above, filed in the same country of the Union, 
shall be considered as the first application, 

of which the filing date shall be the starting 
point of the period of priority, if, at the time 
of filing the subsequent application, the said 
previous application has been withdrawn, 
abandoned, or refused, without having been 
laid open to public inspection and without 
leaving any rights outstanding, and if it has 
not yet served as a basis for claiming a right 
of priority. The previous application may not 
thereafter serve as a basis for claiming a right 
of priority. 

D. (1) Any person dE!siring to take ad
vantage of the priority of a previous filing 
shall be required to make a declaration in
dicating the date of such filing and the coun
try in which it was made. Each country 
shall determine the latest date on which such 
declaration must be made. 

(2) These particulars shall be mentioned 
in the publications issued by the compe
tent authority, and in particular in the 
patents and the specifications relating 
thereto. 

(3) The countries of the Union may re
quire any person making a declaration of 
priority to produce a copy of the applica
tion (description, drawings, etc.) previously 
filed. The copy, certified as correct by the 
authority which received such application, 
shall not require any authentication, and 
may in any case be filed, Without fee, at 
any time within three months of the filing of 
the subsequent application. They may re
quire it to be accompanied by a certificate 
from the same authority showing the date 
of filing, and by a translation. 

(4) No other formalities may be required 
for the declaration of priority at the time of 
filing the application. Each country of the 
Union shall determine the consequences of 
failure to comply with the formalities pre
scribed by this Article, but such conse
quences shall in no case go beyond the 
loss of the right of priority. 

(5) Subsequently, further proof may be 
required. 

Any person who avails himself of the pri
ority of a previous application shall be 
required to specify the number of that 
application; this number shall be published 
as provided for by paragraph (2), above. 

E. (1) Where an industrial design is filed in 
a country by virtue of a right of priority 
based on the filing of a utility model, the pe
riod of priority shall be the same as that 
fixed for industrial designs. 

(2) Furthermore, it is permissible to file a 
utility model in a country by virtue of a 
right of priority based on the filing of a 
patent application, and vice versa. 

F. No country of the Union may refuse a 
priority or a patent application on the 
ground that the applicant claixns multiple 
priorities, even if they originate in different 
countries, or on the ground that an appli
cation claiming one or more priorities con
tains one or more elements that were not 
included in the application or applications 
whose priority is claimed, provided that, 
in both cases, there is unity of invention 
within the meaning of the law of the 
country. 

With respect to the elements not included 
in the application or applications whose 
priority is claimed, the filing of the subse
quent application shall give rise to a right of 
priority under ordinary conditions. 

G. ( 1) If the examination reveals that an 
application for a patent contains more than 
one invention, the applicant may divide the 
application into a certain number of divi
sional applications and preserve as the date 
of each the date of the initial application 
and the benefit of the right of priority, if 
any. 

(2) The applicant may also, on his own 
initiative, divide a patent application and 
preserve as the date of each divisional ap
plication the date of the initial application 
and the benefit of the right of priority if any. 

Each country of the Union shall have the 
right to determine the conditions under 
which such division shall be authorized. 

H. Priority may not be refused on the 
ground that certain elements of the inven
tion for which priority is claimed do not ap
pear among the claims formulated in the ap
plication in the country of origin, provided 
that the application documents as a whole 
specifically disclose such elements. 

I. (1) Applications for inventors' certifi
cates filed in a country in which applicants 
have the right to apply at their own option 
either for a patent or for an inventor's certif
icate shall give rise to the right of priority 
provided for by this Article, under the same 
conditions and with the same effects as ap
plications for patents. 

(2) In a country in which applicants have 
the right to apply at their own option either 
for a patent or for an inventor's certificate, 
an applicant for an inventor's certificate 
shall, in accordance with the provisions of 
this Article relating to patent applications, 
enjoy a right of priority based on an applica
tion for a patent, a utility model, or an in
ventor's certificate. 

ARTICLE 4 (a) 
[Patents: Independence of Patents Obtained 

for the Same Invention in Different Coun
tries] 
(1) Patents applied for in the various coun

tries of the Union by nationals of countries 
of the Union shall be independent of patents 
obtained for the same invention in other 
countries, whether members of the Union or 
not. 

(2) Tile foregoing provision is to be un
derstood in an unrestricted sense, in par
ticular, in the sense that patents applied for 
during the period of priority are independ
ent, both as regards the grounds for nullity 
and forfeiture, and as regards their normal 
duration. 

(3) Tile provision shall apply to all patents 
existing at the time when it comes into effect. 

(4) Similarly, it shall apply, in the case of 
the accession of new countries, to patents 
in existence on either side at the same time 
of accession. 

( 5) Patents obtained with the benefit of 
priority shall, in the various countries of the 
Union, have a duration equal to that which 
they would have, had they been applied for 
or granted without the benefit of priority. 

ARTICLE 4(b) 
(Patents: Mention of the Inventor in the 

Patient] 
The inventor shall have the right to be 

mentioned as such in the patent. 
ARTICLE 4 (C) 

(Patents: Patentability in Case of Restric
tions of Sale by Law] 

Tile grant of a patent shall not be refused 
and a patent shall not be invalidated on the 
ground that the sale of the patented prod
uct or of a product obtained by means of a 
patented process is subject to restrictions or 
limitations resulting from the domestic law. 

ARTICLE 5 
(A. Patents: Importation of Articles; Failure 

to Work or Insufficient Working; Compul
sory Licenses.-B. Industrial Designs: 
Failure to Work; Importation of Articles.
C. Marks: Failure to Use; Different Forms; 
Use by Co-proprietors.-D. Patents, Utility 
Models, Marks, Industrial Designs: Mak
ing] 
A. (1) Importation by the patentee into 

the country where the patent has been 
granted of articles manufactured in any of 
the countries of the Union shall not entail 
forfeiture of the patent. 

(2) Each country of the Union shall have 
the right to take legislative measures pro
viding for the grant of compulsory licenses 
to prevent the abuses which might result 
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from the exercise of the exclusive rights con
ferred by the patent, for example, failure to 
work. 

(3) Forfeiture of the patent shall not be 
provided for except in cases where the grant 
of compulsory licenses would not have been 
sufficient to prevent the said abuses. No pro
ceedings for the forfeiture or revocation of 
a patent may be instituted before the ex
piration of two years from the grant of the 
first compulsory license. 

(4) A compulsory license may not be ap
plied for on the ground of failure to work or 
insufficient working before the expiration of 
a period of four years from the date of filing 
of the patent application or three years from 
the date of the grant of the patent, which
ever period expires last; it shall be refused if 
the patentee justifies his inaction by legiti
mate reasons. Such a compulsory license 
shall be non-exclusive and shall not be 
transferable, even in the form of the grant 
of a sub-license, except with that part of the 
enterprise or goodwill which exploits such 
license. 

(5) The foregoing provisions shall be ap
plicable, mutatis mutandis, to utility models. 

B. The protection o! industrial designs 
shall not, under any circumstance, be subject 
to any forfeiture, either by reason of failure 
to work or by reason of the importation of 
articles corresponding to those which are 
protected. 

c. (1) If, in any country, use of the reg
istered mark is compulsory, the registration 
may be cancelled only after a reasonable 
period, and then only if the person con
cerned does not justify his inaction. 

(2) Use of a trademark by the proprietor 
in a form di1I'ering in elements which do not 
alter the distinctive character of the mark 
in the form in which it was registered in 
one of the countries of the Union shall not 
entail invalidation of the registration and 
shall not diminish the protection granted to 
the mark. 

(3) Concurrent use of the same mark on 
identical or similar goods by industrial or 
commercial establishments considered as co
proprietors of the mark according to the pro
visions of the domestic law of the country 
where protection is claimed shall not prevent 
registration or diminish in any way the pro
tection granted to the said mark in any 
country of the Union, provided that such use 
does not result in misleading the public and 
is not contrary to the public interest. 

D. No indication or mention of the patent, 
of the ut111ty model, of the registration of 
the trademark, or of the deposit of the in
dustrial design, shall be required upon the 
goods as a condition of recognition of the 
right to protection. 

ARTICLE 5(a) 
[All Industrial Property Rights: Period of 

Grace for the Payment of Fees for the 
Maintenance of Rights; Patents: Restora
tion] 
( 1) A period of grace of not less than six 

months shall be allowed for the payment of 
the fees prescribed for the maintenance of 
industrial property rights, subject, if the 
domestic legislation so provides, to the pay
ment of a. surcharge. 

(2) The countries of the Union shall have 
the right to provide for the restoration of 
patents which have lapsed by reason of non
payment of fees. 

ARTICLE 5(b) 
[Patents: Patented Devices Forming Part of 

Vessels, Aircraft, or Land Vehicles) 
In any country of the Union the follow

ing shall not be considered as infringements 
of the rights of a. patentee: 

1. the use on board vessels of other coun
tries of the Union of devices forming the 
subject of his patent in the body of the ves
sel in the machinery, tackle, gear and other 
accessories, when such v~ls temporarily or 

accidentally enter the waters of the said 
country, provided that such devices are used 
there exclusively for the needs of the vessel; 

2. the use of devices forming the subject 
of the patent in the cormtruction or opera
tion of aircraft or land vehicles of other 
countries of the Union, or of accessories of 
such aircraft or land vehicles, when those 
aircraft or land vehicles temporarily or acci
dentally enter the said country. 

ARTICLE 5 (C) 

[Patents: Importation of Products Manufac
tured by a Process Patented in the Import
ing Country] 
When a product is imported into a coun

try of the Union where there exists a patent 
protecting a process of manufacture of the 
said prOduct, the patentee shall have all the 
rights, with regard to the imported product, 
that are accorded to him by the legislation 
of the country of importation, on the basis 
of the process patent, with respect to prod
ucts manufactured in that country. 

ARTICLE 5(d) 

[Industrial Designs] 
Industrial designs shall be protected in 

all the countriE$ of the Union. 
ARTICLE 6 

[Marks: Conditions of Registration; Inde
pendence of Protection of Sanle Mark in 
Dl.1I'erent Countries] 
(1) The conditions for the filing and regis

tration of trademarks shall be determined 
in each country of the Union by its domes
tic legislation. 

(2) However, an application for the regis
tration of a mark filed by a national of a 
country of the Union in any country of the 
Union may not be refused, nor may a regis
tration be invalidated, on the ground that 
filing, registration, or renewal, has not been 
effected in the country of origin. 

(3) A mark duly registered in a country 
of the Union shall be regarded as independent 
of marks registered in the other countries 
of the Union, including the country o! origin. 

ARTICLE 6 (a) 
[Marks: Well-Known Marks] 

( 1) The countries of the Union under
take, ex offioio if their legislation so permits, 
or at the request of an interested party, to 
refuse or to cancel the registration, and to 
prohibit the use, of a. trademark which con
stitutes a. reproduction, an imitation, or a 
translation, liable to create confusion, o! a 
mark considered by the competent authority 
of the country of registration or use to be 
well known in that country as being already 
the mark of a person entitled to the benefits 
of this Convention and used for identical or 
similar goods. These provisions shall also ap
ply when the essential part of the mark con
stitutes a. reproduction of any such well
known mark or an imitation liable to create 
confusion therewith. 

(2) A period of at least five years !rom the 
date of registration shall be allowed for re
questing the cancellation of such a mark. 
The countries of the Union may provide tor 
a period within which the prohibition of use 
must be requested. 

(8) No time limit shall be fixed for re
questing the cancelLation or the prohibition 
of the use of marks registered or used in bad 
faith. 

ARTICLE 6 (b) 
[Marks: Prohibitions concerning State Em

blems, Official Hallmarks, and Emblems of 
Intergovernmenta.l Organizations] 
( 1) (a) The countries of the Union agree 

to refuse or to invalidate the registration, and 
to prohibit by appropriate measures the use, 
without authorization by the competent au
thorities, either as trademarks or as elements 
of trademarks, of armorial bearings, fl.a.gs, 
and other State emblems, of the countries of 
the Union, official signs and hallmarks in-

dicating control and warranty adopted by 
them, and any imitation !rom a heraldic 
point of view. 

(b) The provisions of subparagraph (a), 
above, shall apply equally to armorial bear
ings, flags, other emblems, abbreviations, and 
names, of international intergovernmental 
organizations of which one or more countries 
of the Union are members, with the excep
tion of armorial bearings, flags, other em
blems, abbreviations, and naJnes, that a.re 
already the subject of international agree
ments in force, intended to ensure their pro
tection. 

(c) No country of the Union shall be re
quired to apply the provisions of subpara
graph (b), above, to the prejudice of the 
owners of rights acquired in good faith be
fore the entry into force, in that country; 
of this Convention. The countries of the 
Union shall not be required to apply the said 
provisions when the use of registration re
ferred to in subparagraph (a), above, f:s not 
of such a nature as to suggest to the public 
that a connection exists between the organi
zation concerned and the armorial bearings, 
flags, emblems, abbreviations, and names, or 
if such use or registration is probably not 
of such a nature as to mislead the publi.c 
as to the existence of a connection between 
the user and the organization. 

(2) Prohibition of the use of official signs 
and hallmarks indicating control and war
ranty shall apply solely in cases where the 
marks in which they are incorporated are in
tended to be used on goods of the same or a. 
similar kind. 

(3) (a) For the application of these pro
visions, the countries of the Union agree to 
communicate reciprocally, through the inter
mediary of the International Bureau, the list 
of State emblems, and official signs and hall
marks indicating control and warranty, which 
they desire, or may hereafter desire, to place 
wholly or within certain lim1ts under the 
protection of this Article, and all subsequent 
modifications of such list. Each country of 
the Union shall in due course make available 
to the public the lists so communicated. 

Nevertheless such communication is not 
obligatory in respect of flags of States. 

(b) The provisions of subparagraph (b) of 
paragraph ( 1) of this Article shall apply only 
to such armorial bearings, flags, other em
blems, abbreviations, and names, of interna
tional intergovernmental organizations as the 
latter have communicated to the countries 
of the Union through the intermediary of 
the International Bureau. 

(4) Any country of the Union may, within 
a period of twelve months from the receipt 
of the notification, transmit its objections, 
if any, through the intermediary of the In
ternational Bureau, to the country or inter
national intergovernmental organization con
cerned. 

( 5) In the case of State flags, the measures 
prescribed by paragraph (1), above, shall ap
ply solely to marks registered after November 
6, 1925. 

( 6) In the case of State emblems other 
than flags, and of official signs and hallmarks 
of the countries of the Union, and in the case 
of armorial bearings, flags, other emblems, 
abbreviations, and names, of international 
intergovernmental organizations, these pro
visions shall apply only to marks registered 
more than two months after receipt of the 
communication provided for in paragraph 
(3), above. 

(7} in cases of bad faith, the countries shall 
have the right to cancel even those marks 
incorporating State emblems, signs, and hall
marks, which were registered before Novem
ber 6, 1925. 

(8) Nationals of any country who are au
thorized to make use of the State emblems, 
signs, and hallmarks, of their country may 
use them even if they are similar to those of 
another country. 
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(9) The countries of the Union undertake 

to prohibit the unauthorized use in trade 
of the State armorial bearings ot the other 
countries of the Union, when the use is of 
such a nature as to be misleading as to the 
origin of the goods. 

( 10) The above provisions shall not pre
vent the countries from exercising the right 
given in paragraph (3) of Article 6(d), Sec
tion B, to refuse or to invalidate the regis
tration of marks incorporating, without au
thorization, armorial bearings, flags, other 
State emblems, or official signs and hall
marks adopted by a country of the Union, as 
well as the distinctive signs of international 
intergovernmental organizations referred to 
in paragraph ( 1) , above. 

ARTICLE 6 (C) 

[Marks: Assignment of Marks] 
(1) When, in accordance with the law of 

a country of the Union, the assignment of a 
mark is valid only if it takes place at the 
same time as the transfer of the business 
or goodwill to which the mark belongs, it 
shall sufiice for the recognition of such va
lidity that the portion of the business or 
goodwill located in that country be trans
ferred to the assignee, together with the ex
clusive right to manufacture in the said 
country, or to sell therein, the goods bearing 
the mark assigned. 

(2) The foregoing provision does not im
pose upon the countries of the Union any 
obligation to regard as valid the assignment 
of any mark the use of which by the assignee 
would, in fact, be of such a nature as to mis
lead the public, particularly as regards the 
origin, nature, or essential qualities, of the 
goods to which the mark is applied. 

ARTICLE 6(d) 
[Marks: Protection of Marks Registered in 

One Country of the Union in the other 
Countries of the Union] 
A. (1) Every trademark duly registered in 

the country of origin shall be accepted for 
filing and protected as is in the other coun
tries of the Union, subject to the reserva
tions indicated in this Article. Such coun
tries may, before proceeding to final regis
tration, require the production of a certifi
cate of registration in the country o! origin, 
issued by the competent authority. No au
thentication shall be required for this certi
ficate. 

(2) Shall be considered the country of 
origin the country of the Union where the 
applicant has a real and effective industrial 
or commercial establishment, or, if he has 
no such establishment, within the Union, the 
country of the Union where he has his domi
cile, or, if he has no domicile within the 
Union but is a national of a country of the 
Union, the country of which he is a national. 

B. Trademarks covered by this Article may 
be neither denied registration nor invali
dated except in the following cases: 

1. when they are of such a nature as to in
fringe rights acquired by third parties in the 
country where protection is claimed; 

2. when they are devoid of any distinctive 
character, or consist exclusively of signs or 
indications which may serve, in trade, to 
designate the kind, quality, quantity, in
tended purpose, value, place of origin, of the 
goods, or the time of production, or have 
become customary in the current language 
or in the bona fide and established prac
tices of the trade i! the country where pro
tection is claimed; 

3. when they are contrary to morality or 
public order and, in par.ticular, of such a 
nature as to deceive the public. It is under
stood that a mark may not be considered 
contrary to public order !or the sole reason 
that it does not conform to a provison of the 
legislation on marks, except if such provision 
itself relates to public order. 

This provision is subject, however, to the 
application of Article 10(a). 

CXVI--33(}-Part 4 

C. ( 1) In determining whether a mark is 
eligible for protection, all the factual cir
cumstances must be taken into considera
tion, particularly the length of time the 
mark has been in use. 

(2) No trademark shall be refused in the 
other countries of the Union for the sole 
reason that it differs from the mark pro
tected in the country of origin only in re
spect of elements that do not alter its dis
tinctive character and do not affect its iden
tity in the form in which it has been regis
tered in the said country of origin. 

D. No person may benefit from the provi
sions of this Article 1f the mark for which 
he claims protection is not registered in the 
country of origin. 

E. However, in no case shall the renewal of 
the registration of the mark in the country 
of origin involve an obligation to renew the 
registration in the other countries of the 
Union in which the mark has been regis
tered. 

F. The beneftt of priority shall remain un
affected for applications for the registration 
of marks filed within the period fixed by 
Article 4, even 1f registration in the country 
of origin is effected after the expiration of 
such period. 

ARTICLE 6 {e) 
[Marks: Service Marks] 

The countries of the Union undertake to 
protect service marks. They shall not be re
quired to provide for the registration of such 
marks. 

ARTICLE 6{f) 
[Marks: Registration in the Name of the 

Agent or Representative of the Proprietor 
Without the Latter's Authorization] 
( 1) If the agent or representative of the 

person who is the proprietor of a mark in 
one of the countries of the Union applies, 
without such proprietor's authorization, for 
the registration of the mark in his own 
name, in one or more countries of the Union, 
the proprietor shall be entitled to oppose the 
registration applied for or demand its can
cellation or, if the law of the country so 
allows, the assignment in his favor of the 
said registration, unless such agent or rep
resentative justifies his action. 

(2) The proprietor of the mark shall, sub
ject to the provisions of paragraph ( 1) , 
above, be entitled to oppose the use of his 
mark by his agent or representative i! he has 
not authorized such use. 

(3) Domestic legislation may provide an 
equitable time llmit within which the pro
prietor of a mark must exercise the rights 
provided for in this Article. 

ARTICLE 7 
[Marks: Nature of the Goods to which the 

Mark is Applied] 
The nature of the goods to which a trade

mark is to be applied shall in no case form 
an obstacle to the registration of the mark. 

ARTICLE 7(a) 
[Marks: Collective Marks] 

( 1) The countries of the Union undertake 
to accept for filing and to protect collective 
marks belonging to associations the exist
ence of which is not contrary to the law of 
the country of origin, even if such associa
tions do not possess an industrial or commer
cial establishment. 

(2) Each country shall be the judge of the 
particular conditions under which a collec
t! ve mark shall be protected and may refuse 
protection if the mark is contrary to the 
public interest. 

(3) Nevertheless, the protection of these 
marks shall not be refused to any associa
tion the existence of which is not contrary to 
the law of the country of origin, on the 
ground that such association is not estab
lished in the country where protection is 
sought or is not constituted according to 
the law of the latter country. 

ARTICLE 8 
[Trade Names] 

A trade name shall be protected in all the 
countries of the Union without the obliga
tion of filing or registration, whether or not 
it forms part of a trademark. 

.ARTICLE 9 

[Marks, Trade Names: Seizure, on Importa
tion, etc., of Goods Unlawfully Bearing a 
Mark or Tra-de Name] 
( 1) All goods unlawfully bearing a trade

mark or trade name shall be seized on im
portation into those countries of the Union 
where such mark or trade name is entitled 
to legal protection 

(2) Seizure shall likewise be effected in 
the country where the unlawful affixation oc
curred or in the country into which the 
goods were imported. 

(3) Seizure shall take place at the request 
of the public prosecutor, or any other com
petent authority, or any interested party, 
whether a natural person or a legal entity, 
in conformity with the domestic legislation 
of each country. 

(4) The authorities shall not be bound 
to effect seizure of goods in transit. 

(5) If the legislation of a country does 
not permit seizure on importation, seizure 
shall be replaced by prohibition of importa
tion or by seizure inside the country. 

(6) If the legislation of a country permits 
neither seizure on importation nor prohibi
tion of importation nor seizure inside the 
country, then, until such time as the legis
lation is modified accordingly, these meas
ures shall be replaced by the actions and 
remedies available in such cases to nationals 
under the law of such country. 

ARTICLE 10 
[False Indications: Seizur~, on Importation, 

etc., of Goods Bearing False Indications 
as to their Source or the Identity of the 
Producer] 
( 1) The provisions of the preceding Article 

shall apply in cases of direct or indirect use 
of a false indication of the source of the 
goods or the identity of the producer, manu
facturer, or merchant. 

(2) Any producer, manufacturer, or mer
chant, whether a natural person or a legal 
entity, engaged in the production or manu
facture of or trade in such goods and estab
lished either in the locallty falsely indicated 
as the source, or in the region where such 
locality is situated, or in the country falsely 
indicated, or in the country where the false 
indication of source is used, shall in any 
case be deemed an interested party. 

ARTICLE 10(a) 
{Unfair Competition] 

( 1) The countries of the Union are bound 
to assure to nationals of such countries ef
fective protection against unfair competition. 

(2) Any act of competition contrary to 
honest practices in industrial or commercial 
matters constitutes an act of unfair com
petition. 

(3) The following in particular shall be 
prohibited: 

1. all acts of such a nature as to create 
confusion by any means whatever with the 
establishment, the goods, or the industrial 
or commercial activities, of a competitor; 

2. false allegations in the course of trade 
of such a nature as to discredit the estab
lishment, the goods, or the industrial or com
mercial activities, of a competitor; 

3. indications or allegations the use of 
which in the course of trade is liable to 
mislead the public as to the nature, the 
manufacturing process, the characteristics, 
the suitability for their purpose, or the quan
tity, of the goods. 

ARTICLE lO(b) 
[Marks, Trade Names, False Indications, Un

fair Competition: Remedies, Right to Sue] 
( 1) The countries of the Union undertake 

to assure to nationals of the other countries 
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of the Union appropriate legal remedies ef
fectively to repress all the acts referred to 
in Articles 9, 10, and 10(a). 

(2) They undertake, further, to provide 
measures to permit federations and associa
tions representing interested industrialists, 
producers, or merchants, provided that the 
existence of such federations and associa
tions is not contrary to the laws of their 
countries, to take action in the courts or 
before the administrative authorities, with 
a view to the repression of the acts referred 
to in Articles 9, 10, and 10(a), in so far as 
the law of the country in which protection 
is claimed allows such action by federations 
and associations of that country. 

ARTICLE 11 

[Inventions, Utility Models, Industrial De
signs, Marks: Temporary Protection at 
Certain International Exhibitions] 
( 1) The countries of the Union shall, in 

conformity with their domestic legislation 
grant temporary protection to patentable in
ventions, utility models, industrial designs, 
and trademarks, in respect of goods exhibited 
at official or officially recognized interna
tional exhibitions held in the territory of 
-any of them. 

(2) Such temporary protection shall not 
extend the periords provided by Article 4. 
If, later, the right of priority is invoked, the 
authorities of any country may provide that 
the period shall start from the date of intro
duction of the goods into the exhibition. 

(3) Each country may require, as proof 
of the identity of the article exhibited and of 
the date of its introdtretion, such documen
tary evidence as it considers necessary. 

ARTICLE 12 
[Special National Industrial Property 

Services] 
( 1) Each country of the Union undertakes 

to establish a special industrial property 
service and a central office for the commu
nication to the public of patents, utility 
models, industrial designs, and trademarks. 

(2) This service shall publish an official 
periodical journal. It shall publish regularly: 

(a) the names of the proprietors of pat
ents granted, with a brief designation of the 
inventions patented; 

(b) the reproductions of registered trade
marks. 

ARTICLE 13 
[Assembly of the Union] 

(1) (a) The Union shall have an Assembly 
consisting of those countries of the Union 
which are bound by Articles 13 to 17. 

(b) The Government of each country shall 
be represented by one delegate, who may be 
assisted by alternate delegates, advisors, and 
experts. 

(c) The expenses of each delegation shall 
be borne by the Government which has ap
pointed it. 

(2) (a) The Assembly shall: 
(i) deal with all matters concerning the 

maintenance and development of the Union 
and the implementation of this Convention; 

(ii) give directions concerning the prepa
ration for conferences of revision to the In
ternational Bureau of Intellectual Property 
(hereinafter designated as "the International 
Bureau") referred to in the Convention es
tablishing the World Intellectual Property 
Organization (hereinafter designated as "the 
Organization"), due account being taken of 
any comments made by those countries of 
the Union which are not bound by Articles 
13 to 17; 

(iii} review and approve the reports and 
activities of the Director General of the or
ganization concerning the Union, and give 
him all necessary instructions concerning 
matters within the competence of the Un
ion; 

(iv) elect the members of the Executive 
Committee of the Assembly; 

(v) review and approve the reports and 
activities of its Executive Committee, and 
give instructions to such Committee; 

(vi) determine the program and adopt 
the triennial budget of the Union, and ap
prove its final accounts; 

(vii) adopt the financial regulations of the 
Union; 

(viii) establish such committees of ex
perts and working groups as it deeins appro
priate to achieve the objectives of the Un
ion; 

(ix) determine which countries not mem
bers of the Union and which intergovern
mental and international nongovernmental 
organizations shall be admitted to its meet
ings as observers; 

(x) adopt amendments to Articles 13 to 
17; 

(xi) take any other appropriate action de
signed to further the objectives of the Un
ion; 

( xii) perform such other functions as are 
appropriate under this Convention; 

(xiii) subject to its acceptance, exercise 
such rights as are given to it in the Conven
tion establishing the Organization. 

(b) With respect to matters which are of 
interest also to other Unions administered 
by the Organization, the Assembly shall make 
its decisions after having heard the advice 
of the Coordination Committee of the Orga
nization. 

(3) (a) Subject to the provisions of sub
paragraph (b), a delegate may represent one 
country only. 

(b) Countries of the Union grouped under 
the teriUS of a special agreement in a com
mon office possessing for each of them the 
character of a special national service of in
dustrial property as referred to in Article 12 
may be jointly represented during discus
sions by one of their number. 

( 5) (a) Each country member of the As
sembly shall have one vote. 

(b) One-half of the countries members of 
the Assembly shall constitute a quorum. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub
paragraph (b), if, in any session, the number 
of countries represented is less than one-half 
but equal to or more than one-third of the 
countries members of the Assembly, the As
sembly may make decisions but, with the ex
ception of decisions concerning its own pro
cedure, all such decisions shall take effect 
only if the conditions set forth hereinafter 
are fulfilled. The International Bureau shall 
communicate the said decisions to the coun
tries members of the Assembly which were 
not represented and shall invite them to ex
press in writing their vote or abstention 
within a period of three months from the 
date of the communication. If, at the expira
tion of this period, the number of countries 
having thus expressed their vote or absten
tion attains the number of countries which 
was lacking for attaining the quorum in the 
session itself, such decisions shall take effect 
provided that at the same time the required 
majority still obtains. 

(d) Subject to the provisions of Article 
17 ( 2) , the decisions of the Assembly shall 
require two-thirds of the votes cast. 

(e) Abstentions shall not be considered 
as votes. 

(5) (a} Subject to the provisions of sub
paragraph (b), a delegate may vote in the 
name of one country only. 

(b) The countries of the Union referred 
to in paragraph (3) (b) shall, as a general 
rule, endeavor to send their own delegations 
to the sessions of the Assembly. If, however, 
for exceptional reasons, any such country 
cannot send its own delegation, it may give 
to the delegation of another such country 
the power to vote in its name, provided that 
each delegation InaY vote by proxy for one 
country only. Such power to vote shall be 
granted in a document signed by the Head 
of State or the competent Minister. 

(6} Countries of the Union not members of 
the Assembly shall be admitted to the meet
ings of the latter as observers. 

(7} (a) The Assembly shall meet once in 
every third calendar year in ordinary session 
upon convocation by the Director General 
and, in the absence of exceptional circum
stanc""• during the same period and at the 
same place as the General Assembly of the 
Organization. 

(b) The Assembly shall meet in extraor
dinary session upon convocation by the Di
rector General, at the request of the Execu
tive Committee or at the request of one
fourth of the countries members of the 
Assembly. 

(8) The Assembly shall adopt its own rules 
of procedure. 

ARTICLE 14 
[Executive Committee] 

(1} The Assembly shall have an Executiv.e 
Committee. 

(2) (a) The Executive Committee shall 
consist of countries elected by the Assemb1y 
from among countries members of the As
sembly. Furthermore, the country on whose 
territory the Organization has its head
quarters shall, subject to the provisions of 
Article 16(7) (b), have an ex officio seat on 
the Committee. 

(b) The Government of each country 
member of the Executive Committee shall be 
represented by one delegate, who may be 
assisted by alternate delegates, advisors, and 
experts. 

(c) The expenses of each delegation shall 
be borne by the Government which has 
appointed it. 

(3) The number of countries members of 
the Executive Committee shall correspond to 
one-fourth of the number of countries mem
bers of the Assembly. In establishing the 
number of seats to be filled, remainders af
ter division by four shall be disregarded. 

(4) In electing the members of the Exec
utive Committee, the Assembly shall have 
due regard to an equitable geographical dis
tribution and to the need for countries party 
to the Special Agreements established in re
lation with the Union to be among the coun
tries constituting the Executive Committee. 

(5) (a) Each member of the Executive Com
mittee shall serve from the close of the ses
sion of the Assembly which elected it to the 
close of the next ordinary session of the 
Assembly. 

(b) Members of the Executive Committee 
may be re-elected, but only up to a maxi
mum of two-thirds of such members. 

(c) The Assembly shall establish the de
tails of the rules governing the election and 
possible re-election of the members of the 
Executive Committee. 

(6) (a) The Executive Committee shall: 
(i) prepare the draft agenda of the As

sembly: 
(ii) submit proposals to the Assembly in 

respect of the draft program and triennial 
budget of the Union prepared by the Director 
General; 

(iii} approve, within the limits of the pro
gram and the triennial budget, the specific 
yearly budgets and programs prepared by 
the Director General; 

(iv) submit, with appropriate comments, 
to the Assembly the periodical reports of the 
Director General and the yearly audit reports 
on the accounts; 

(v) take all necessary measures to en
sure the execution of the program of the 
Union by the Director General, in accordance 
with the decisions of the Assembly and 
having regard to circumstances arising be
tween two ordinary sessions of the Assembly; 

(vi) perform such other functions as are 
allocated to it under this Convention. 

(b) With respect to matters which are of 
interest also to other Unions administered 
by the Organization, the Executive Com
mittee shall make its decisions after having 
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heard the advice of the Coordination Com
mittee of the Organization. 

(7) (a) The Executive Committee shall 
meet once a year in ordinary session upon 
convocation by the Director General, pref
erably during the same period and at the 
same place as the Coordination Committee 
of the Organization. 

(b) The Executive Committee shall meet 
in extraordinary session upon convocation by 
the Director General, either on his own ini
tiative, or at the request of its Chairman 
or one-fourth of its members. 

(8) (a) Eacl: country member of the Exec
utive Committee shall have one vote. 

(b) One-half of the merr..bers of the Exec
utive Committee shall constitute a quorum. 

(c) Decisions shall be made by a simple 
majority of the votes cast. 

(d) Abstentions shall not be considered as 
votes. 

(e) A delegate may represent, and vote 
in the name of, one country only. 

(9) Countries of the Union not members 
of the Executive Committee shall be ad
mitted to its meetings as observers. 

(10) The Executive Committee shall adopt 
its own rules of procedure. 

ARTICLE 15 

[International Bureau) 
(1) (a) Administrative tasks concerning 

the Union shall be performed by the Inter
national Bureau, which is a continuation of 
the Bureau of the Union united with the 
Bureau of the Union established by the 
International Convention for the Protection 
of Literary and Artistic Works. 

(b) In particular, the International Bu
reau shall provide the secretariat of the 
various organs of the Union. 

(c) The Director General of the Organiza
tion shall be the chief executive of the 
Union and shall represent the Union. 

(2) The International Bureau shall as
semble and publish information concerning 
the protection of industrial property. Each 
country of the Union shall promptly com
municate to the International Bureau all 
news laws and official texts concerning the 
protection of industrial property. Further
more, lt shall furnish the International 
Bureau with all the publications of its in
dustrial property service of direct concern to 
the protection of industrial property which 
the International Bureau may find useful in 
its work. 

(3) The International Bureau shall pub
lish a monthly periodical. 

(4) The International Bureau shall, on 
request, furnish any country of the Union 
with information on matters concerning the 
protection of industrial property. 

(5) The International Bureau shall con
duct studies, and shall provide services, de
signed to facilitate the protection of indus
trial property. 

(6) The Director General and any staff 
member designated by him shall participate, 
without the right to vote, in all meetings of 
the Assembly, the Executive Committee, and 
any other committee of experts or working 
group. The Director General, or a staff mem
ber designated by him, shall be ex officio sec
retary of these bodies. 

(7) (a) The International Bureau shall, in 
accordance with the directions of the As
sembly and in cooperation with the Execu
tive Committee, make the preparations for 
the conferences of revision of the provisions 
of the Convention other than Articles 13 to 
17. 

(b) The International Bureau may con
sult with intergovernmental and interna
tional non-governxnental organizations con
cerning preparations for conferences of re
vision. 

(c) The Director General and persons des
ignated by him shall take part, without the 
right to vote, 1n the discussions at these 
conferences. 

(8) The International Bureau shall carry 
out any other tasks assigned to it. 

ARTICLE 16 
[Finances] 

(1) (a) The Union shall have a budget. 
(b) The budget of the Union shall include 

the income and expenses proper to the 
Union, its contribution to the budget of 
expenses common to the Unions, and, where 
applicable, the sum made available to the 
budget of the Conference of the Organiza
tion. 

(c) Expenses not attributable exclusively 
to the Union but also to one or more other· 
Unions administered by the Organization 
shall be considered as expenses common to 
the Unions. The share of the Union in such 
common expenses shall be in proportion to 
the interest the Union has in them. 

(2) The budget of the Union shall be 
established with due regard to the require
ments of coordination with the budgets of 
the other Unions administered by the 
Organization. 

(3) The budget of the Union shall be 
financed from the following sources: 

(i) contributions of the countries of the 
Union; 

(11) fees and charges due for services 
rendered by the International Bureau in 
relation to the Union; 

(iii) sale of, or royalties on, the publica
tions of the International Bureau concerning 
the Union; 

(iv) gifts, bequests, and subventions; 
(v) rents, interests, and other miscel

laneous income. 
(4) (a) For the purpose of establishing its 

contribution towards the budget, each coun
try of the Union shall belong to a class, and 
shall pay its annual contributions on the 
basis of a number of units fixed as follows: 

Class I ------------------------------- 25 
Class II ------------------------------ 20 
Class III ----------------------------- 15 
Class IV ----------------------------- 10 
Class V ------------------------------ 5 
Class VI ----------------------------- 3 
Class VII ----------------------------- 1 

(b) Unless it has already done so, each 
country shall indicate, concurrently with 
depositing its instrument of ratification_ or 
accession, the class to which it w1Shes to 
belong. Any country may change class. If it 
chooses a lower class, the country must an
nounce such change to the Assembly at one 
of its ordinary sessions. Any such change 
shall take effect at the beginning of the 
calendar year following the said session. 

(c) The annual contribution of each coun
try shall be an amount in the same propor
tion to the total sum to be contributed to 
the budget of the Union by all countries as 
the number of its units is to the total of 
the units of all contributing countries. 

(d) Contributions shall become due on the 
first of January of each year. 

(e) A country which iS in arrears in the 
payment of its contributions may not exer
cise its right to vote in any of the organs 
of the Union of which it is a member if the 
amount of its arrears equals or exceeds the 
amount of the contributions due from it for 
the preceding two full years. However, any 
organ of the Union may allow such a country 
to continue to exercise its right to vote in 
that organ if, and as long as, it is satisfied 
that the delay in payment is due to excep
tional and unavoidable circumstances. 

(f) If the budget is not adopted before the 
beginning of a new financial period, it shall 
be at the same level as the budget of the 
previous year, as provided in the financial 
regulations. 

( 5) The amount of the fees and charges 
due for services rendered by the Interna
tional Bureau in relation to the Union shall 
be established, and shall be reported to the 

Assembly and the Executive Committee, by 
the Director General. 

(6) (a) The Union shall have a working 
capital fund which shall be constituted by 
a single payment made by each country of 
the Union. If the fund becomes insufficient, 
the Assembly shall decide to increase it. 

(b) The amount of the initial payment 
of each country to the said fund or of its 
participation in the increase thereof shall 
be a proportion of the contribution of that 
country for the year in which the fund is 
established or the decision to increase it is 
made. 

(c) The proportion and the terms of pay
ment shall be fixed by the Assembly on the 
proposal of the Dtrector General and after 
it has heard the advice of the Coordination 
Committee of the Organization. 

(7) (a) In the headquarters agreement 
concluded with the country on the territory 
of which the Organization has its head
quarters, it shall be provided that, whenever 
the working capital fund is insufficient, such 
country shall grant advances. The amount 
of these advances and the conditions on 
which they are granted shall be the subject 
of separate agreements, in each case, be
tween such country and the Organization. 
As long as it remains under the obligation to 
grant advances, such country shall have an 
ex officio seat on the Executive Committee. 

(b) The country referred to in subpara
graph (a) and the Organization shall each 
have the right to denounce the obligation to 
grant advances, by written notification. De
nunciation shall take effect three years after 
the end vf the year in which it has been 
notified. 

(8) The auditing of the accounts shall be 
effected by one or more of the countries of 
the Union or by external auditors, as pro
vided in the financial regulations. They shall 
be designated, with their agreement, by the 
Assembly. 

ARTICLE 17 
[Amendm~nt of Articles 13 to 17] 

(1) Proposals for the amendment of Ar
ticles 13, 14, 15, 16, and the present Article, 
may be initiated by any country member of 
the Assembly, by the Executive Committee, 
or by the Director General. Such proposals 
shall be communicated by the Director Gen
eral to the member countries of the Assem
bly at least six months in advance of their 
consideration by the Assembly. 

(2) Amendments to the Articles referred 
to in paragraph ( 1) shall be adopted by the 
Assembly. Adoption shall require three
fourths of the votes cast, provided that any 
amendment to Article 13, and to the present 
paragraph, shall require four-fifths of the 
votes cast. 

(3) Any amendment to the Articles re
ferred to in paragraph ( 1) shall enter into 
force one month after written notifications 
of acceptance, effected in accordance with 
their respective constitutional processes, 
have been received by the Director General 
from three-fourths of the countries mem
bers of the Assembly at the time it adopted 
the amendment. Any amendment to the said 
Articles thus accepted shall bind all the 
countries which are members of the Assem
bly at the time the amendment enters into 
force, or which become members thereof at 
a subsequent date, provided that any amend
ment increasing the financial obligations of 
countries of the Union shall bind only those 
countries which have noti:fled their accept
ance of such amendment. 

ARTICLE 18 
[Revision of Articles 1 to 12 and 18 to 30] 

(1) This Convention shall be submitted to 
revision with a view to the introduction of 
amendments designed to improve the system 
of the Union. 

(2) For that purpose, conferences shall 
be held successively 1n one of the oountrles 
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of the Union among the delegates of the said 
countries. 

(3) Amendments to Articles 13 and 17 are 
governed by the provisions of Article 17. 

ARTICLE 19 
[Special Agreements) 

It is understood that the countries of the 
Union reserve the right to make separately 
between themselves special agreements for 
the protection of industrial property, in so 
far as these agreements do not contravene the 
provisions of this Convention. 

ARTICLE 20 
[Ratification or Accession by Countries of the 

Union; Entry Into Force) 
(1) (a) Any country of the Union which 

has signed this Act may ratify it, and, if it 
has not signed it, may accede to it. Instru
ments of ratification and accession shall be 
deposited with the Director General. 

(b) Any country of the Union may declare 
in its instrument of ratification or accession 
that its ratification or accession shall not 
apply: 

(i) to Articles 1 to 12, or 
(ii) to Articles 13 to 17. 
(c) Any country of the Union which, in 

accordance with subparagraph (b) has ex
cluded from the effects of its ratification or 
accession one of the two groups of Articles 
referred to in that subparagraph may at any 
later time declare that it extends the effects 
of its ratification or accession to that group 
of Articles. Such declaration shall be de
posited with the Director General. 

(2) (a) Articles 1 to 12 shall enter into 
force, with respect to the first ten countries 
of the Union which have deposited instru
ments of ratification or accession without 
making the declaration permitted under par
agraph (1) (b) (i). three months after the 
deposit of the tenth such instrument of rati
fication or accession. 

(b) Articles 13 to 17 shall enter into force, 
with respect to the first ten countries of the 
Union which have deposited instruments of 
ratification or accession without making the 
declaration permitted under paragraph ( 1) 
(b) (ii), three months after the deposit of the 
tenth such instrument of ratification or 
accession. 

(c) Subject to the initial entry into force, 
pursuant to the provisions of subparagraphs 
(a) and (b), of each of the two groups of 
Articles referred to in paragraph (1) (b) (i) 
and (11), and subject to the provisions of 
paragraph ( 1) (b) , Articles 1 to 17 shall, with 
respect to any country of the Union, other 
than those referred to in subparagraphs (a) 
and (b), which deposits an instrument of 
ratification or accession or any country of 
the Union which deposits a declaration pur
suant to paragraph (1) (c), enter into force 
three months after the date of notification 
by the Director General of such deposit, un
less a subsequent date has been indicated in 
the instrument or declaration deposited. In 
the latter case, this Act shall enter into force 
With respect to that country on the date 
thus indicated. 

(3) With respect to any country of the 
Union which deposits an instrument of rati
fication or accession, Articles 18 to 30 shall 
enter into force on the earlier of the dates 
on which any of the groups of Articles re
ferred to in paragraph (1) (b) enters into 
force with respect to that country pursuant 
to paragraph (2) (a), (b). or (c). 

ARTICLE 21 
[Accession by Countries Outside the Union; 

En try In to Force] 
(1) Any country outside the Union may 

accede to this Act and thereby become a 
member of the Union. Instruments of acces
sion shall be deposited with the Director Gen
eral. 

(2) (a) With respect to any country out
side the Union which deposits its instrument 

of accession one month or more before the 
date of entry into force of any provisions of 
the present Act, this Act shall enter into 
force, unless a subsequent date has been 
indicated in the instrument of accession, on 
the date upon which provisions first enter 
into force pursuant to Article 20(2) (a) or 
(b) ; provided that: 

(i) if Articles 1 to 12 do not enter into 
force on that date, such country shall, dur
ing the interim period before the entry into 
force of such provisions, and in substitution 
therefor, be bound by Articles 1 to 12 of the 
Lisbon Act, 

(ii) if Articles 13 to 17 do not enter -into 
force on that date, such country shall, during 
the interim periOd before the entry into force 
of such provisions, and in substitution there
for, be bound by Articles 13 and 14(3), (4), 
and ( 5) , of the Lisbon Act. 
If a country indicates a subsequent date in 
its instrument of accession, this Act shall 
enter into force with respect to that country 
on the date thus indicated. 

(b) With respect to any country outside 
the Union which deposits its instrument of 
accession on a date which is subsequent to, 
or precedes by less than one month, the 
entry into force of one group of Articles of 
the present Act, this Act shall, subject to 
the proviso of subparagraph (a), enter into 
force three months after the date on which 
its accession has been notified by the Di
rector General, unless a subsequent date has 
been indicated in the instrument of acces
sion. In the latter case, this Act shall enter 
into force with respect to that country on the 
date thus indicated. 

(3) With respect to any country outside 
the Union which deposits its instrument of 
accession after the date of entry into force 
of the present Act in its ellltirety, or less than 
one month before such date, tlUs Act shall 
enter into force three months after the date 
on which its accession has been notified by 
the Director General, unless a subsequent 
date has been indicated in the instrument of 
accession. In the latter case, this Act shall 
enter into force with respect to that country 
on the date thus indicated. 

ARTICLE 22 
[Consequences of Ratification or Accession) 
Subject to the posslb111ties of exceptions 

provided for in Articles 20(1) (b) and 28(2), 
ratification or accession shall automatically 
entail acceptance of all the clauses and ad
mission to all the advantages of this Act. 

ARTICLE 23 
[Accession to Earlier Acts] 

After the entry into force of this Act in 
its entirety, a country may not accede to 
earlier Acts of this Convention. 

ARTICLE 24 
[Territories) 

(1) Any country may declare in its instru
ment of ratification or accession, or may in
form the Director General by written notifi
cation any time thereafter, that this Conven
tion shall be applicable to all or part of those 
territories, designated in the declaration or 
notification, for the external relations o! 
which it is responsible. 

(2) Any country which has made such a 
declaration or given such a notification may, 
at any time, notify the Director General that 
this Convention shall cease to be applicable 
to all or part of such territories. 

(3) (a) Any declaration made under para
graph (1) shall take effect on the same date 
as the ra,tification or accession in the instru
ment of which it was included, and any noti-
fication given under such paragraph shall 
take effect three months after its notifica
tion by the Director General. 

(b) Any notifica,tion given under para
graph (2) shall take effect twelve months 
after its receipt by the Director General. 

ARTICLE 25 
[Implementation of the Convention on the 

Domestic Level) 
( 1) Any country party to this Conven

tion undertakes to adopt, in accordance with 
its constitution, the measures necessary to 
ensure the application of this Convention. 

(2) It is understood that, at the time a 
country deposits its instrument of ratifica
tion or accession, it will be in a position un
der its domestic law to give effect to the pro
visions of this Convention. 

ARTICLE 26 

[Denunciation) 
(1) This Convention shall remain in force 

without limitation as to time. 
(2) Any country may denounce this Act by 

notification addressed to the Director Gen
eral. Such denunciation shall constitute also 
denunciation of all earlier Acts and shall 
affect only the country making it, the Con
vention remaining in full force and effect as 
regards the other countries of the Union. 

(3) Denunciation shall take effect one year 
after the day on which the Director General 
has received the notification. 

(4) The right of denunciation provided by 
this Article shall not be exercised by any 
country before the expiration of five years 
from the date upon which it becomes a mem
ber of the Union. 

ARTICLE 27 

[Application of Earlier Acts) 
( 1) The present Act shall, as regards the 

relations between the countries to which it 
applies, and to the extent that it applies, re
place the Convention of Paris of March 20, 
1883, and the subsequent Act of revision. 

(2) (a) As regards the countries to which 
the present Act does not apply. or does not 
apply in its entirety, but to which the Lisbon 
Act of October 31, 1958, applies, the latter 
shall remain in force in its entirety or to the 
extent that the present Act does not replace 
it by virtue of paragraph (1). 

(b) Similarly, as regards the countries to 
which neither the present Act, nor portions 
thereof, nor the Lisbon Act applies, the Lon
don Act of June 2, 1934, shall remain in 
force in its entirety or to the extent that 
the present Act does not replace it by virtue 
of paragraph ( 1) • 

(c) Similarly, as regards the countries to 
which neither the present Act, nor portions 
thereof, nor the Lisbon Act, nor the Lon
don Act applies, the Hague Act of November 
6, 1925, shall remain in force in its en
tirety or to the extent that the present Act 
does not replace it by virtue of paragraph 
( 1). 

(3) Countries outside the Union which be
come party to this Act shall apply it with 
respect to any country of the Union not 
party to this Act or which, although party 
to this Act, has made a declaration pur
suant to Article 20(1) (b) (1). Such countries 
recognize that the said country of the Union 
may apply, in its relations with them, the 
provisions of the most recent Act to which 
it is party. 

ARTICLE 28 
[Disputes] 

( 1) Any dispute between two or more 
countries of the Union concerning the inter
pretation or application of this Convention, 
not settled by negotiation, may, by any one 
of the countries concerned, be brought be
fore the International Court of Justice by 
application in conformity with the Statute 
of the Court, unless the countries concerned 
agree on some other method of settlement. 
The country bringing the dispute before the 
Court shall inform the International Bureau; 
the International Bureau shall bring the 
matter to the attention of the other coun
tries of the Union. 

(2) Each country may, at the time it 
signs this Act or deposits its instrument ot 



February 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 5257 
ratification or accession, declare that it does 
not consider itself bound by the provisions 
of paragraph ( 1) . With regard to any dis
pute between such country and any other 
country of the Union, the provisions of para
graph (1) shall not apply. 

(3) Any country having made a declara
tion in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (2) may, at any time, withdraw 
its declaration by notification addressed to 
the Director General. 

ARTICLE 29 
(Signature, Languages, Depositary 

Functions) 

(1) (a) This Act shall be signed in a sin
gle copy in the French language and shall 
be deposited with the Government of Swe
den. 

(b) Official texts shall be established by 
the Director General, after consultation with 
the interested Governments, in the English, 
German, Italian, Portuguese, Russian and 
Spanish languages, and such other languages 
as the Assembly may designate. 

(c) In case of differences of opinion on the 
interpretation of the various texts, the 
French text shall prevail. 

(2) This Act shall remain open for signa
ture at Stockholm until January 13, 1968. 

(3) The Director General shall transmit 
two copies, certified by the Government of 
Sweden, of the signed text of this Act to the 
Governments of all countries of the Union 
and, on request, to the Government of any 
other country. 

(4) The Director General shall register this 
Act with the Secretariat of the United Na
tions. 

( 5) The Director General shall notify the 
Governments of all countries of the Union of 
signatures, deposits of instruments of rati
fication or accession and any declarations in
cluded in S1.4Ch instruments or made pur
suant to Article 20(1) (c), entry into force 
of any provisions of this Act, notifications of 
denunciation, and notifications pursuant to 
Article 24. 

ARTICLE 30 
(Transitional Provisions] 

( 1) Until the first Director General as
sumes office, references in this Act to the 
International Bureau of the Organization or 
to the Director General shall be deemed to 
be references to the Bureau of the Union or 
its Director, respectively. 

(2) Countries of the Union not bound by 
Articles 13 to 17 may, until five years after 
the entry into force of the Convention es
tablishing the Organization, exercise, if they 
so desire, the rights provided under Articles 
13 to 17 of this Act as if they were bound by 
those Articles. Any country desiring to exer
cise such rights shall give written notifica
tion to that effect to the Director General; 
such notification shall be effective from the 
date of its receipt. Such countries shall be 
deemed to be members of the Assembly until 
the expiration of the said period. 

(3) As long as all the countries of the 
Union have not become Members of the Or
ganization, the International Bureau of the 
Organization shall also function as the Bu
reau of the Union, and the Director General 
as the Director of the said Bureau. 

(4) Once all the countries of the Union 
have become Members of the Organization, 
the rights, obligations, and property, of the 
Bureau of the Union shall devolve on the 
International Bureau of the Organization. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Undersigned, 
being duly authorized thereto, have signed 
t he present Act. 

DoNE at Stockholm, on July 14, 1967. 
For South Africa: 

T. SCHOEMAN 
For Algeria: 

Not bound by Article 28, paragraph (1). 
A.HACENE 

For Argentina: 

For Australia: 
For Austria: 

Go'rl'FRIED H. THALER 
For Belgium: 

BON F. COGELS 
For Brazil: 
For Bulgaria: 

V.CHIVAROV 
1/ 11/ 68 g. The People's Republic of Bulgaria 

is making a reservation concerning the pro
visions of Article 28, subparagraph 1, and a 
statement on the provisions of Article 24 of 
the Convention, expressed in the note ver
bale sub. No. 32 of January 11, 1968 of the 
Bulgarian Embassy at Stockholm presented 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Kingdom of Sweden. 

For Cameroon: 
EKANI 

For Canada: 
For Ceylon: 
For Cyprus: 
For the Congo (Brazzaville): 
For the Ivory Coast: 

BILE 
For Cuba: 

A.M. GoNzALEZ 12/ 1 / 68 
For Dahomey: 
For Denmark: 

JULIE OLSEN 
For Spain: 

J . F.ALcOVER 
ELECTO J. GARCIA TEJEDOR 

For the United States of America: 
EUGENE M. BRADERMAN 

For Finland: 
PAUL GUSTAFSSON 

For France: 
B. DE MENTHON 

For Gabon: 
s. F. OYOUE 

For Greece: 
J . A. DRACOULIS 

For Haiti: 
For the Upper Volta: 
For Hungary: 

ESZTERGUYOS 
12/ l / 1968 subject to ratification 
For Indonesia: 

IBRAHIM JASIN 
12th January 1968. In signing this Conven

tion the Government of the Republic of In
donesia, in conformity with Article 28 ( 1) of 
the Convention, declares that it does not con
sider itself bound by the provisions set forth 
in Article 28(1) of the said Convention. 

For Iran: 
A. DARAI 

For Ireland: 
VALENTIN lREMONGER 12 January 1968 

For Iceland: 
ARNI TRYGGVASON 

For Israel: 
Z. SHER 
G. GAVRIELI 

For Italy: 
CIPPICO 
GIORGIO RANZI 

For Japan: 
M. TAKAHASHI 
C. KAWADE 

For Kenya: 
M. K. MWENDWA 

For Laos: 
For Lebanon: 
For Liechtenstein: 

MARIANNE MARXER 
For Luxembourg: 

J. P. HOFFMANN 
For Madagascar: 

RATOVONDRIAKA 
For Malawi: 
For Morocco: 

H'SSAINE 
For Mauritania: 
For Mexico: 
For Monaco: 

J. M. NOTARI 
For Niger: 

A. WRIGHT 
For Nigeria: 

For Norway: 
Subject to ratification 

JENS EvENSEN 
B. STUEVOLD LASSEN 

For New Zealand: 
For Uganda: 
For the Netherlands: 

GERBRANDY 
W. G. BELINFANTE 

For the Philippines: 
LAURO BAJA 

For Poland: 
M. KAJZER 

January 10, 1968, subject to later ratifica
tion and with the reservation and the dec
laration made in the note of January 10, 
1968, of the Embassy of the Polish People's 
Republic of Stockholm. 

For Portugal: 
ADRIANO DE CARVALHO 
JOSA DE OLIVEIRA ASCENSAO 
RUY ALVARO COSTA DE MORAIS SERRAO 

For t he United Arab Republic: 
For the Central African Republic: 

L. P. GAMBA 
For the Dominican Republic: 
For the Federal Republic of Germany: 

KURT HAERTEL 
For the Republic of Viet-Nam: 
For Romania: 

C. STANESCU 
MARINETE 

With the reservation specified in paragraph 
2 of Article 28 

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 

GORDON GRANT 
VVILLIAM VVALLACE 

For San Marino: 
For the Holy See: 

GUNNAR STERNER 
For Senegal: 

A. SECK 
For Sweden: 

IiERMAN KLING 
AKE V. ZWEIGBERGK 

For Switzerland: 
HANSMORF 
JOSEPH VOYAME 

For Syria: 
For Tanzania: 
For Chad: 
For Czechoslovakia: 
For Trinidad and Tobago: 
For Tunisia: 

M.KEDADI 
For Turkey : 
For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 

MALTSEV 
10/ 12/ 67 g. The Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics does not consider itself bound by 
the provisions o! paragraph 1, Article 28 of 
the Stockholm Act of the Paris Convention 
for the Protection of Industrial Property, re
garding the question of settlement of dis
putes concerning the interpretation and ap
plication of the Convention. 

For Uruguay: 
For Yugoslavia: 

A. JELIC 
For Zambia: 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
which was refen-ed the convention es
tablishing the World Intellectual Prop
erty Organization, signed at Stockholm 
on June 14, 1967, and the Paris Conven
tion for the Protection of Industrial 
Property, as revised at Stockholm, July 
14, 1967, having considered the same, re
ports favorably thereon without reserva
tion and recommends that the Senate 
give its advice and consent to ratification 
thereof. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ex
cerpt from a background report on the 
pending treaty, the provisions of the con
vention, the implementing legislation re-



5258 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE February 27, 1970 
quired, and the committee action and 
recommendation all be printed at this 
point in the RECORD, so that the Senators 
interested may study it overnight. 

There being no objection, the ma
terial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BACKGROUND 
Both of these conventions, which in non

diplomatic parlance refer to patents and 
copyrights, were signed for the United States 
at the conclusion of a conference which wa-s 
held in Stockholm, Sweden, from June 12 
through July 14, 1967 They were submitted 
to the Senate for advice and consent to rati
fication on March 12, 1969. Seventy-five 
countries participated in the Stockholm con
ference which is described by the Depart
ment of State as "the most important diplo
matic conference in the industrial property 
and copyright fields to be held in almost two 
decades." 

PROVISIONS OF CONVENTIONS 
1. Industrial property convention 

The administrative provisions of the In
dustrial Property Convention, which origi
nally entered into force in 1884, were revised 
at Stockholm to bring the finances and 
structure of the convention and its Secre
tariat into line with the more modem princi
ples of international organization. This 
would give countries party to the Convention 
the powers of policymaking and control 
which they would normally exercise in most 
international organizations. 

A substantive amendment to the Indus
trial Property Convention which deals with 
inventors' certificates was adopted at the 
Stockholm conference. The new language is 
incorporated in the provisions of article 
4I {1) and {2). 

According to the Department of State, 
these provisions recognize inventors' certifi
cates for the purpose of obtaining priority 
rights for patent applications in member 
countries. Unlike patents, such certificates, 
which origJnated in the Eastern European 
countries, do not give the inventor the ex
clusive right to use his invention. Pursuant 
to the new provisions of article 4, however, 
applications for inventors' certificates would 
be given the right of priority presently ac
corded to patent applications. By way of 
explanation, in the case of patents, if a 
regular first patent application is filed in one 
of the member countries, the applicant may 
{within 12 months ) apply for protection in 
all of the other member countries and the 
later application will be regarded as 1! it had 
been filed on the day of the first application. 

It is understood that the new provisions 
will not be interpreted to imply that an 
inventor's certificate is the legal equivalent 
of a patent for any other purpose than 
establishing a right of priority under the 
convention. Those countries having a sys
tem providing for the issuance of inventors' 
certificates are required to maintain a dual 
system of certificates and patents so that 
foreign nationals may apply, for either one. 
Any country which does not provide for 
both inventors' certificates and patents wlll 
not be eligible to receive the benefits of 
article 4. 

IMPLEMENTING LEGISLATION REQUIRED 
It should be noted that implementing leg

islation will be required to amend the U.S. 
Patent Law {35 U.S.C. 119) which does not 
recognize inventors' certificates as the basis 
for establishing a right of priority for patent 
applications in this country. In this con
nection, the Department of State assured the 
Committee that the U.S. instrument of ratifi
cation covering inventors' certificates w1ll not 
be deposited until the necessary implement
ing legislation is enacted. 

2. Intellectual Property Organization 
The Stockholm conference created the 

World Intellectual Property Organization 

which will be responsible for the overall ad
ministrative activities of related organiza
tions {including the Industrial Property 
Union) and the promotion of the protection 
of intellectual property on a worldwide basis. 

The Organization will consist of three or
gans: {1) The General Assembly which will 
meet every 3 years to approve the budget and 
expenses and exercise the necessary super
vision of organizations under its control; 
(2) the Coordinating Committee which wlll 
meet annually to give advice to the General 
Assembly and the Conference on administra
tive and financial matters; and (3) the Con
ference which will meet in ordinary session 
during the same period and at the same place 
as the General Assembly. It will serve as a 
forum for an exchange of views in the in
tellectual property field and be respunsible 
for the development of legal and technical 
assistance programs for developing countries. 

The report of the U.S. delegation to the 
Intellectual Property Conference states that 
this Government's support for the World 
Intellectual Property Organization "was 
based on the belief that it was desirable to 
have an international organization which 
was oriented toward intellectual property 
protection." The term "intellectual property" 
is used in its broadest sense to cover both in
dustrial property and copyrights. 

COMMITl'EE ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION 
The Committee on Foreign Relations held 

a public hearing on the Intellectual and In
dustrial Property Conventions on .February 9, 
1970. At that time, testimony in support of 
the conventions was received from Mr. Eu
gene M. Braderman, Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of State for Commercial Affairs and 
Business Activities. The transcript of that 
hearing is reprinted in the appendix to this 
report. In an executive session held on Feb
ruary 10, the committee ordered the conven
tions reported favorably to the Senate. 

During his appearance before the commit
tee, Mr. Braderman testified: "I know of no 
organization that has taken a position in 
opposition to either of these conventions· ... 
In addition, the Department of State's letter 
of submittal states that interested private 
organizations and Government agencies fa
vor ratification of the conventions. As far 
as the committee is aware, there is no op
position to either of them and it recom
mends that the Senate give its advice and 
consent to ratification of both conventions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no objection, the treaty will be con
sidered as having passed through all its 
parliamentary stages up to and includ
ing the presentation of the resolution of 
ratification. 

The resolution of ratification of Ex
ecutive A will now be read. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Resolved, {Two-thirds of the Senators pres
ent concurring therein), That the Senate 
advise and consent to the ratification of The 
Convention Establishing The World Intel
lectual Property Organization, signed at 
Stockholm on July 14, 1967, and The Paris 
Convention For The Protection o! Industrial 
Property, as revised at Stockholm on July 
14, 1967. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous agreement, the Senate will vote 
on this treaty at 10:30 tomorrow morn
ing. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate return to legisla
tive session. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
By unanimous eonsent, the following 

routine morning business was trans
acted. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, AND SO 
FORTH 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore laid before the Senate the follow
ing letters, which were referred as 
indicated: 
PROCLAMATION ON ADJUSTMENT OF DUTIES ON 

CERTAIN SHEET GLASS 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a proclamation on adjustment of duties 
on certain sheet glass {with an accompany
ing paper); to the Committee on Finance. 

ANNUAL REPORT ON RESERVE FORCES FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1969 

A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De
fense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report on reserve forces for fiscal year 
1969 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Comm.ittee on Armed Services. 

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, the 57th an
nual report of the Secretary of Commerce 
for the fiscal year ended June 10, 1969 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Coxnmerce. 

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on a compilation of General 
Accounting Office findings and recommenda
tions for improving Government operations 
for fiscal year 1969 {with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 
PROPOSED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CON

TRACT WITH WEST VmGINlA UNIVERSITY 
A letter from the Director, Bureau of 

Mines, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting a proposed contract with West Virginia 
University, Morgantown, W. Va., for research 
and development to determine the feasibil
ity of underground crushing of coal, includ
ing the selection of design of the most suit
able crusher to be used in association with 
the pneumatic system for coal transport 
(with en accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

::-:EPORT OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
A letter from the Architect of the Capitol, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
all expenditures during the period July 1, 
1969 through December 31, 1969 from moneys 
appropriated to the Architect of the Capitol, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. 

PROPOSED EMERGENCY PUBLIC INTEREST 
PROTECTION Acr OF 1970 

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
provide more effective means for protecting 
the public interest in national emergency 
disputes involving the transportation indus
try and for other purposes (with an accom
panying paper); to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

PE'ITI'IONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 

tempore: 
A concurrent resolution of the legislature 

of the State of South Carolina; to the Com
mittee on Fina.nce: 
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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CoN
GRESS To TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION To RE• 
STRAIN AND CURB THE IMPORTATION OF 
FOREIGN TEXTILES 
Whereas, excessive foreign textile imports 

at cheap prices threaten to sabotage not only 
the textile industry in this country but to 
also cripple all of the textile oriented indus
tries and over burden an already acute un
employment level; and 

Whereas, several administrations, includ
ing the present, have during their respective 
campaigns given vocal promise of relief to 
the beleaguered textile industry but beyond 
the breath of hope the realization remained 
an illusive phantom; and 

Whereas, the present administration spoke 
of the problem in clear and unmistakable 
language declaring that immediate, direct 
and positive action would be instituted in 
behalf of the textile industry which was ac
companied by a chorus of Hosannas by the 
local lieutenants, but this too seems 
apocryphal; 

Whereas, it appears that the revered "equal 
protection" applies to the textile industry 
except in the matter of foreign imports; and 

Whereas, the textile industry has reached 
a critical stage that requires immediate as
sistance and fulfillment of the campaign 
promises of this administration. Now, there
fore, 

Be it resolved by the House of Representa
tives, the Senate concurring: 

That the Congress take immediate action 
to restrain and curb the importation of for
eign textiles. 

Be it further resolved that copies of this 
resolution be forwarded to the President, the 
Clerk of the Senate and the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives. 

Attest: 
INEZ WATSON, 

CLerk of the House. 

A resolution adopted by the convention of 
the Protestant Episcopal Church of the Dio
cese of Washington, Washington, D.C., pray
ing for the enactment of legislation (S.J. 
Res. 14) designating January 15 of each year 
as "Martin Luther King Day"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

A letter, in the nature of a petition, from 
Bruce H. Gaskins, of Philadelphia, Pa., pray
ing for a redress of grievances; to the com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were intro
duced, read the first time and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S. 3519. A bill for the relief of Albina Strani; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. YARBOROUGH: 

S. 3520. A bill to increase the mileage allow
ance for rural carriers in the postal field 
service; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

(The remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. ELLENDER: 
S. 3521. A bill for the relief of Tae Sun Mun 

Dugan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. PELL, 

and Mr. Moss): 
S. 3522. A bill to provide for the efficient 

disposal of motor vehicles, and for other pur
poses; by unanimous consent, to the Com
mittee on Commerce and then referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

(The remarks of Mr. JAVITS when he intro
duced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
S. 3523. A bill to amend the Bankruptcy 

Act, sections 2, 14, 15, 17, 38, and 58, to per-

mit the discharge of debts in a subsequent 
proceeding after denial of discharge for speci
fied reasons in an earlier proceeding, to au
thorize courts of bankruptcy to determine 
the dischargeability or nondischargeability of 
provable debts, and to provide additional 
grounds for the revocation of discharges; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
S. 3524. A bill to amend title II of the Social 

Security Act to provide a special rule for 
determining insured status, for purposes of 
entitlement to disability insurance benefits, 
of individuals whose disability is attributable 
directly or indirectly to meningioma or other 
brain tumor; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 
S.J. Res. 177. A joint resolution authorizing 

the President to proclaim the week of May 24 
through May 30 of 1970 as "Memorial Week"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(The remarks of Mr. TALMADGE when he 
introduced the joint resolution appear later 
in the RECORD under the appropriate 
heading.) 

S. 3520-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO INCREASE MILEAGE ALLOW
ANCE FOR RURAL CARRIERS IN 
THE POSTAL FIELD SERVICE 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

I am today introducing a bill to increase 
the mileage allowance paid to rural letter 
carriers. 

There are 31,181 carriers 1n the United 
States, over 1,500 in my State of Texas. 
Each day, 6 days each week, they drive 
almost 2 million miles on the highways, 
roads, and streets of this Nation to pro
vide service to almost 40 million of our 
citizens. This daily mileage is equivalent 
to 80 times around the world. Each day 
they take a traveling post office to the 
rural mailbox of almost 20 percent of 
our citizens. They deliver and collect all 
classes of mail, write· and cash money 
orders, and accept and deliver registered 
mail, COD's, and insured parcels. In ef
fect, they provide a complete postal serv
Ice to the people of rural and suburban 
America. 

Total costs of rural delivery for the 
last fiscal year were only $400 million out 
of a total postal cost exceeding $7 bil
lion. This means that this tremendous 
service provided by the rural carriers to 
one-fifth of the Nation's postal custom
ers costs less than 6 percent of the total 
postal budget. 

Historically, the rural mall carriers are 
noted for rendering a high caliber of 
service, frequently going beyond the duty 
requirements prescribed for their posi
tions. They represent one of the finest 
branches of our dedicated Federal em
ployee group. 

Soaring inflation, however, is striking 
a heavy blow to these employees. The 
price of the vehicles they must provide, 
and the cost of gasoline, tires, repairs, 
insurance, and taxes have advanced to 
the point that most rural carriers must 
now bear part of the costs to provide, 
maintain, and operate the required 
equipment. 

In 1962-8 years ago--the basic equip
ment allowance for rural carriers was set 
at 12 cents per mile, or $4.20 per day, 
whichever was greater. In addition to 
these set allowances, the Postmaster 
General could authorize an additional 
allowance of up to $2.50 per day for car
riers who serve heavily patronized routes. 

Infiation has made these allowances 
unrealistic. Based on surveys made by 
the U.S. Bureau of Roads, the costs per 
mile for operating an automobile
based on 14,500 miles for the first year
have risen to 12.53 cents. It must be 
borne in mind that this is for normal 
type operation. The rural carrier vehi
cle is not within that "normal" type of 
operation; quite the contrary, the hun
dreds of starts and stops, idling time to 
service customers, and the necessity of 
traveling all types of roads in all types 
of weather clearly make it a very unusual 
type of operation. It costs considerably 
more per mile to operr.te a rural carrier 
vehicle than it does for the average type 
of commercial vehicle. There are other 
studies and statistics which clearly sub
stantiate -:;hat the mileage allowance set 
in 1962 does not fit 1970 costs. 

In order to help alleviate the extra 
financial burdens placed on these em
ployees, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill to increase the basic 
equipment maintenance allowance for 
rural carriers from 12 cents per mile to 
14 cents for each mile or major fraction 
of a mile scheduled, or $5.60 per day, 
whichever is greater. 

This represents an increase which is 
fully justified by factual costs of opera
tion. This bill deserves early considera
tion, and I trust it may be enacted by 
this Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill I introduce be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th~ bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
Will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3520) to increase the 
mileage ~llowance for rural carriers in 
the postal field service, introduced by 
Mr. YARBOROUGH, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
and ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

s. 3520 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
first sentence of section 3543 (f) o! Title 39, 
United States Code, amended to read as 
follows: 

"In addition to the compensation provided 
in the Rural Carrier Schedule, each carrier 
shall be paid for equipment maintenance a 
sum equal to-

( 1) 14 cents per mile for each mile or 
major fraction of a mile scheduled, or 

(2) $5.60 per day, whichever is greater." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 177-
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES
OLUTION AUTHORIZING THE 
PRESIDENT TO PROCLAIM "ME
MORIAL WEEK" 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, Amer

icans have honored their dead on May 30, 
for over a century and through many 
wars. On this Memorial Day, many will 
do so sadly, placing flowers and flags on 
thousands of fresh graves. 

Because of the poignancy of the occa
sion and the vast number of our battle 
casualties, I am introducing a joint reso
lution to extend this period of mourning 
and proclaim the week of May 24 through 
30, 1970 as Memorial Week. 
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During this Memorial Week let us re
dedicate ourselves to the creed of the 
man who originated the observance of 
the 30th of May as Memorial Day. 

"Every man's mind belongs to his 
country," said Gen. John A. Logan, com
mander in chief of the Grand Army of 
the Republic on May 30, 1868, "and no 
man," he added, "has a right to refuse 
it when his country calls for it." 

It was General Logan who decreed on 
"Order No. 11" on May 5, 1868, that May 
30 be set aside each year to honor our 
war dead, this proclamation would ex
tend this period from 1 day to the entire 
week. 

The day which started as a memorial 
to the fallen soldiers, on both sides, dur
ing the Civil War, has expanded to me
morialize the dead of all wars. Its pur
pose, to remember all those who gave 
their lives so that this Republic might 
live. 

Memorial Week, climaxed by Memorial 
Day, is a challenge to the Nation to pause 
and recall the sacrifices and bra very of 
her valiant servicemen. They should be 
memorialized and remembered, not only 
as a group but as individuals. The great 
war memorials are pages of the public 
history of our country, but each individ
ual whose personal history is a line on 
these pages, is worthy of individual mem
ory and memorialization. 

Our life is based on high faith in the 
ability of the common man, let us recall 
with pride the uncommon sacrifices made 
by these common men. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro
priately referred. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 177) 
authorizing the President to proclaim the 
week of May 24 through May 30 of 1970 
as "Memorial Week," was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 

s. 2005 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. Moss) be added as a cospon
sor of S. 2005, the Resource Recovery Act 
of 1969. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

s. 3229 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) and the Sena
tor from Utah <Mr. Moss> be added as 
a cosponsor of S. 3229, the Air Quality 
Improvement Act of 1969. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 89 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Utah <Mr. Moss) be added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 89, in sup
port of the Interna tiona! Biological Pro
gram. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1970-
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 532 

Mr. MATHIAS proposed amendments 
to the bill <H.R. 15931) making appro
priations for the Departments of Labor, 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
related agencies, for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1970, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to be printed. 

(The remarks of Mr. MATHIAS when he 
proposed the amendments appear earlier 
in the RECORD under the appropriate 
heading.) 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AN 
AMENDMENT 

NO. 514 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ScoTT), I ask unanimous consent 
that, at the next printing of amendment 
No. 519 to H.R. 4249, a bill to extend the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, the name of 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
DoDD) be added as a cosponsor. His name 
was inadvertently omitted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

MERLO PUSEY ON THE ROLE OF 
CONGRESS IN FOREIGN AND 
MILITARY POLICY 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, Merlo 
P -- - -'s writing3 on the constitutional 
role of Congress in U.S. foreign and mili
tary policy, including his brilliant study 
"The Way We Go to War,"-Houghton
Mimin 1969-have been a key influence 
in reminding the Senate of this crucial 
area of its responsibility. 

Mr. Pusey's article in the Washing
ton PQst of Fel ·uary 24, 1970, continues 
on this theme and appeals to the admin
istration to s~:;,Jport congressional in
itiatives introduced by the distingushed 
majority leader and myself designed to 
restore Congress to its constitutional 
role in matters of war and peace. I 
commend his column to all Senators and 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CAN PARTNERSHIP BE BEGUN AT HOME? 

(By Merlo J. Pusey) 
In all of the 119 pages of the President's 

message on foreign policy he didn't get 
around to discussing the respective roles 
that the President and Congress ought to 
play in this area. One section of the report 
explains in detail how the National Secu
rity Council is used in the making of execu
tive policy. But there was no recognition 
anywhere that Congress, and especially the 
Senate is an essential part of the policy
making apparatus. 

Possibly the President assumed that such 
recognition was implicit in the fact that he 
made the report to Congress. His report will 
un<Wubtedly give Congress a better under
standing of the general directions in which 
he wishes and intends to move. It will not, 

however, satisfy the growing insistence of 
the Senate that commitments abroad must 
have some form of legislative acquiescence. 

The omission of any reference to a partner
ship with Congress in shaping our policies 
abroad is the more strange because of the 
emphasis on partnership with other nations 
in the attainment of our national objectives 
abroad. The message as a whole breathes 
the spirit of conciliation. The President 
wants the United States to get out of a "do
it-ourselves" posture in other parts of the 
world; he wants to encourage other coun
tries to assume more leadership while the 
United States confines its operations to "a 
sharing of responsibility." Yet he makes no 
mention of sharing with Congress the re
sponsibility of determining the course this 
country will take. 

The President candidly acknowledged that 
events have shaped the policies he now pro
claims. "We must change the pattern of 
American predominance,_ appropriate to the 
postwar era," he said, "to match the new cir
cumstances of today." The same may well be 
said of the pattern of presidential monopoly 
in the shaping of foreign policy. While the 
world has been evolving, Capitol Hill has 
not been static. In the light of the commit
ments resolution passed by the Senate and 
the current movement for repeal of the Ton
kin Gulf resolution, the need for partnership 
with Congress cannot be said to be less ur
gent that the need for partnership with the 
NATO countries, Latin America and Japan. 

It cannot be assumed that the policy of 
the lower profile, however desirable it may 
be, will necessarily keep the United States 
free from international crises of the Viet
nam type. Indeed, one section of the Presi
dent's message raises grave questions as to 
whether he is extending the probability of 
military involvement. In his comments on 
Asia and the Pacific, he said: 

"We shall provide a shield if a nuclear 
power threatens the freedom of a nation 
allied with us, or of a nation whose survival 
we consider vital to our security and the 
security of the region as a whole." 

Where did the President get authority to 
provide a nuclear shield for remote Asian 
nations? The present disposition of this 
country seems to demand a redefinition of 
existing treaties, or at least the manner in 
which some of them have been interpreted 
in the past. Vietnam has undercut the na
tion's willingness to let the President define 
our SEATO commitment and send vast num
bers of American troops abroad to carry out 
his interpretation, with out specific authori
zation from Congress. Yet the President 
seems to be suggesting that, in appropriate 
circumstances determined by himself, he 
would use, or threaten to use, nuclear weap
ons to protect even areas not covered by mu
tual-defense treaties. 

The President then went on to say: 
"In cases involving other types of aggres

sion we shall furnish military and economic 
assistance when requested and as appro
priate." 

But who shall decide when such military 
assistance is appropriate? Here again he ap
pears to be talking about requests for help 
that might come from outside any treaty 
area. Congress and the country Will want to 
scrutinize such requests and to make the 
final determination of whether the United 
States should become involved in compli
ance with the constitutional assignment of 
the war power to Congress. 

There was nothing in the President's lan
guage indicating that he would go to Con
gress for authority to act in such cases, and 
in the absence of such a pledge or any law 
requiring him to do so, his sweeping com
mitment must be read in the light of recent 
history. President Truman acted on his own 
in Korea. President Johnson, even though 
he asked Congress to go along with his use 
of military force in Vietnam, proclaimed his 
right to act wit'hout it. In his recent broad-
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cast interview he reiterated this extraordi
nary claim of executive power to make war. 
Has President Nixon fallen into the ~ame 
pattern? 

The less strident and more relaxed foreign 
policy which the President has proclaimed 
would fit very neatly with a lowered White 
House profile vis a vis Congress. A good place 
to begin would be the Mathias-Mansfield 
resolution which seeks to clear away the clut
ter of cold-war measures sustaining the 
Truman-Johnson concept of executive war
making. The resolution also approves the 
Nixon policy of withdrawing from Vietnam. 
It would substitute a :flexible withdrawal 
commitment for the existing green light 
for unlimited escalation. If some detailed 
provisions of the resolution are deemed 
troublesome at the White House, they could 
doubtless be compromised satisfactorily. 

President Nixon has sought to reassure the 
world that the United States wm not !unc
tion as a sort of global policeman. The Sen
ate is waiting to hear that he Will not try 
to extend security commitments all by him
self, and that, if an emergency arises, ·he will 
"act Within the framework of the partner
ship" set up by the Constitution for the 
control of foreign policy. 

THE LAOTIAN ENIGMA 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, an estimated 100 American pilots 
have been lost in bombing missions over 
Laos, and at least 25 other Americans 
have been killed in the :fighting there. 
Before these casualty :figures rise further, 
the American people should be told the 
extent of our country's involvement in 
Laos. 

During this month alone, U.S. planes 
have dropped over 15,000 tons of bombs 
on Laotian trails and countryside. And 
reports claim that American advisers are 
all but running the Laotian forces. 

War has raged in various parts of 
Laos for over 20 years, and our large
scale entry into the struggle at this time 
could serve to open up a new front in 
the Vietnam war. We should weigh very 
carefully the possible consequences of 
such a move. 

EXTENSION OF FARM PROGRAMS 
ESSENTIAL TO CONSUMERS AND 
FARMERS 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
on Wednesday, February 18, 1970, the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
began hearings on legislation to extend 
the current farm programs, S. 3068, the 
Agricultural Stabilization Act. 

The economic problems of our farmers 
and ranchers have reached critical pro
portions. Just in the past year, the farm
ers have not only had to contend with 
the forces of nature, but have been as
saulted time and again by disastrous 
cutbacks and adverse decisions of the 
administratio!l which seemed designed 
to eliminate the independent family 
farm and to force the farmers off their 
land and into bankruptcy. Serious cuts 
in rice acreage allowances have been 
made. Texas wheat, feed grain, and cot
ton farmers have been refused the ad
vance payments they had received in 
the past. 

This was done at the worst possible 
time because the high interest rates and 

tight money make it almost impossible 
for the farmers to raise the money nec
essary to plant their crops. In Texas 
our entire cotton farming operation has 
been placed in jeopardy by the recent 
decision to make extensive reductions in 
the projected yield figures for cotton. 

If immediate action is not taken to 
provide our agricultural economy with 
more assistance rather than harassment, 
farming as we know it will disappear. 
The independent family farmer will be 
replaced by huge corporations or the en
tire operation will be controlled by mo
nopolistic food store chains. 

Our farmers are not threatened with 
recession-they are already in the midst 
of a most serious depression and the re
percussions will be felt throughout this 
Nation's economy. We must act now to 
provide our farmer.s the programs nec
essary to maintain a stable economy. 

The high interest rates and lower farm 
prices brought about by this adminis
tration threaten the farmer with ruin. 
More foreclosures are taking place on 
Texas far:rns than at any time in over 
10 years. An agricultural disaster is 
upon us. 

Because of the tremendous importance 
of these matters to our Nation's econ
omy-particularly the agricultural sec
tor of our economy-! would like to 
share my views on this subject with my 
colleagues here in the Senate. 

As a principal sponsor of this impor
tant legislative proposal with the able 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GoVERN), I testified at the Dpening Df 
the hearings on the bill. I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
my testimony on S. 3068 before the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS BY RALPH W. YARBOROUGH 

(Testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry on S. 3068, the 
Agricultural Stabilization Act, Room 324, 
Senate Office Building, 10 a.m., Feb. 18, 
1970) 

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished col
leagues, thank you for this opportunity to 
appear and testify in support of s. 3068, The 
Agricultural Stabilization Act. I am proud to 
be a principal sponsor of this bill. It pleased 
me to join with Senator McGovern and our 
eleven co-sponsors in presenting this im
portant legislative proposal for consideration 
by this Committee and the Senate. I spon
sored this bill because of my firm dedica
tion to the continuation of these vital farm 
programs. Experience has demonstrated that 
the current farm programs have benefited 
the Nation's economic stability, they have 
strengthened the American consumer's food
and-fiber dollar, and have provided more 
equitable treatment of the farmers who con
tribute so much to this Nation's well-being. 

The Agricultural Act of 1965 will expire 
on December 31st of this year. "This act has 
provided the basic authority under which our 
current farm programs operate. It is my firm 
conviction that these programs have served 
the Nation, the consumer, and the farmer 
very well over the past four years, and must 
be continued. Certainly, it is true that im
provements and m.odifications suggested by 
our experience With these programs are nec
essary. Any complex legislative program 
needs periodic review, adjustment. and re
finement. Our proposed Agricultural Stabi-

Iization Act refiects this experience and con
tains several beneficial modifications. 

Our agricultural programs are the result 
of a long evolutionary process of legislative 
experience, adjustments, and modernization. 
I have been vitally concerned with their de
velopment and improvement ever since I ar
rived in the Senate over a dozen years ago. 
I submit that it would be disastrous folly 
for us to turn our backs on experience and 
to scrap these proven programs for any of 
the untested and unproven and radical al
ternatives that have been suggested in the 
last few years, or even in recent weeks. 

We have a solid foundation on which to 
build, and our efforts should be directed to
ward improving the situation of the farmers 
and ranchers who are sustaining this na
tion's demands for food and fiber. We must 
concern ourselves With reversing the in
equitable economic forces that are driving 
so many of our people away from their farms 
and ranches. 

Mr. Chairman, only a few days ago, on 
January 27, you made a thoughtful and 
thorough statement on the :floor of the Sen
ate concerning our Farm program and the 
Economy. The newsletter of one of our lead
ing national farm organizations termed your 
address ". . . the most comprehensive re
view of th~ farm situation presented to Con
gress in recent years." With your permission, 
I Wish to quote one statement in particular 
that is worthy of repetition until it is fully 
understood, and which should be adopted as 
a prime basis for action by every Senator. 
You stated: · 

"The point is that we do have reserve ca
pacity in U.S. agriculture. We are v~ry for
tunate to have it ... But a surplus produc
tion capacity of nearly 10 percent must be 
controlled if we are not to wallow in over
production." 

This central point of our national agricul
tural problem is the measure against which 
all Senators need to judge the blandishments 
we are beginning to hear from those who 
would scrap the solid foundations of work
able farm programs that we find in the Agri
cultural Act of 1965. 

Last October 23rd, I joined with the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota in 
introducing the Agricultural Stabilization 
Act. This bill has been unanimously endorsed 
by a coalition of 2 major farm organizations, 
including such nationally-known groups as 
the National Grange, The National Farmers 
Union, the National Association of Wheat 
Growers, and many others, which are com
posed of, and speak for. American farmers. 

The basic thrust o! the proposed Agricul
tural Stabilization Act is to extend the Agri
cultural Act of 1965, to which it also proposes 
a series of amendments designed to strength
en present farm programs and increase 
farm income by $1.3 to $1.4 billion. It is 
estimated that the total cost of the bill over 
1969 would be about $660 million, but since 
the Administration anticipates savings .from 
readjustments in wheat allotments in 1969, 
as well as savings from the soybean program 
resulting from lower price support activity 
and stronger market demand this year, the 
additional costs in the coalition bill may 
well represent no increase--or little in
crease-in costs over the 1969 farm program 
budget. Costs under the bill we are proposing 
ought to be received as sound investments 
in the Nation's most important industry; 
for every dollar invested, two will be returned 
in the form of increased income to farmers. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposed Agricultural 
Stabilization Act does not take a parochial 
or sectional approach to the present farm 
problems. Like the 1965 Act which it seeks 
to extend, it authorizes workable farm pro
grams for all farmers throughout this great 
diversity we call agriculture. Most important, 
its main purpose-to insure adequate sup
plies of agricultur ... l commodities at fair 
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prices-is assurance to the American wage
earner that he will continue to be able to 
purchase the family's food for a smaller per
centage of his take-home pay than ever 
before. Last year, American consumers spent 
only about 16.5 percent of disposable income 
to purchase food. That percentage, which 
has been steadily declining, was about 20 
percent in 1960; if consumers last year had 
to spend that much of their income on food, 
total expenditures would have been over $126 
billion, instead of the $105 or $106 billion 
they actually spent. Farm programs, such as 
the ones authorized by the 1965 Act and 
which the Agricultural Stabilization Act 
seeks to extend and improve, are largely 
responsible for this food and fiber bargain 
to American wage-earners. 

I know the dilemma of the American 
housewife who faces the checkout counter 
at her local supermarket daily or weekly. 
Retail fOOd prices have increased almost 
every year for the last 18 years, and this past 
year has seen some painfully sharp rises. 
But housewives and wage-earners-and Sen
ators-need to be reminded that in all 
those 18 years, farm price increases exceeded 
those of retail food only 3 times-one of 
which was 1969. 

We must remember that of the $105 or 
$106 billion spent by American wage-earners 
for food last year, about $96 billion repre
sented food that came from American farms. 
Is this what American farms received from 
the public's fOOd expenditures? It is NOT! 
Out of that $96 billion, farmers received 
only $32.2 billion-the balance-$63.7 bil
lion-represented the long line of proces
sors and retailers who move food from farms 
to markets. 

There was an interesting colloquy on 
this point between the Senator from Louisi
ana and the Senator from Montana which 
appears in the Congressional Record for 
January 27 of this year. It is summarized 
in the statement of the Chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry this 
way: 

"The farmers and the producers of beef 
are not the ones who are causing the prices 
of their products to increase . . . It is the 
in-between, in the distribution and re
tailing process. . . . The producers and 
the farmers get nothing more for their prod
ucts at all. The record shows that the prices 
Of farmers now are much lower than they 
were in 1947 and 1948 ... " 

Those of us who are familiar with the 
farm problem have tried for a long time 
to bring this message home to America. I 
wish we could convince the public of its 
truth, for they would then see that these 
programs we want to extend are more in 
the nature of consumer subsidies than farm 
subsidies, as they are dubbed. 

I mentioned a moment ago that 1969 was 
one of the few years when farm price in
creases exceeded retail food increases. Ac
cording to the U.SD.A., the index of prices 
by farmers for all farm products rose about 
5.5 percent above 1968; prices received for 
livestock products were up 11.6 percent, but 
prices received for all crops fell 3 percent. 

These changes ought to be further proof 
that farm programs have benefitted con
sumers more than farmers, for there are no 
price support programs for livestock. The in
crease in livestock product prices was the re
sult of much heavier consumer demand re
sulting from increased income, and the in
ability of livestock producers to increase 
marketings fast enough to meet the demand. 
The old biological cycle still applies in live
stock farming. 

In spite of the 3 percent decline in prices 
received by farmers for crops, total realized 
net income of farm operators in 1969 is esti
mated at about $16 billion, or $1.2 billion 
more than in 1968. This increase in !arm 
income was possible only because of the ef
fective operation of the price support and 

adjustment programs provided in the 1965 
Agriculture Act. Had those programs not 
been in effect, realized net !arm income 
would have been about 20 percent less than 
it was. 

Farmers throughout the nation realized 
the value of these programs. Their con
tinued cooperation over the years, as well 
as their support through their organizations 
for the programs, attests to their approval. 
In Texas, which is one of the country's 
largest agricultural states, we have an esti
mated 187,000 farms-the largest number of 
any State. Among the operators of those 
farms, 101,724 participated in the cotton 
program last year; 87,348 participated in the 
feed grain program; and 41,949 took part in 
the wheat program. So it is quickly evident 
that most Texas farmers have a vital interest 
in the programs which the coalition farm 
bill would extend. 

Let me briefly outline what the Agricul
tural Stabilization Act propo5es to do. In the 
way of example, I will relate its major terms 
to our farmers in Texas: 

Title I extends the Class I Base Plan for 
milk. Unless this plan is extended, authority 
for the creation of Class I plans will termi
nate, and the one plan now in effect, in the 
Puget Sound Market, would expire. Failure 
to extend the Class I plan will deprive other 
markets of the opportunity to establish these 
plans. Title I provides steps to allow wider 
adoption of Class I plans, and involves no 
additional costs to the Federal Government. 

Title II extends the Wool Program which 
provides for price supports through loans 
or purchases at the diS<:retion of the Secre
tary, at not more than 90 percent of parity. 

Title III provides for extension of the feed 
grain program, with price supports set at 90 
percent of parity. Loans would be increased 
from $1.05 per bushel to $1.15 per bushel 
for corn; direct payments would be increased 
from 30 cents per bushel to 40 cents per 
bushel. 

While the feed grain program is important 
to feed producers throughout the country, 
it is vital to the 87,000 Texas farmers who 
participated in the 1969 program. Total di
version and price support payments to Texas 
feed grain farmers in 1969 were reported by 
the U.S.D.A. to be slightly more than $124.5 
million; these farmers diverted 3.7 million 
acres of their 7.9 million-acre feed grain bases 
in 1969, to cooperate in the program's at
tempt to prevent ruinous accumulation of 
surplus grain stock. The new program in
cluded in Title III involves an additional cost 
of about $350 million for the Nation as a 
whole. 

Title IV extends the cotton program with
out change. This program is of utmost im
portance to Texas farmers, who in 1969 pro
duced nearly 30 percent of the total U.S. 
production. Of their 6.3 million-acre cotton 
bases, Texas farmers planted 5.2 million 
acres, and harvested 4.7 million acres re
ceiving price support on 4 million acres,' and 
small farm payments on about 74,000 acres. 
Total payments-price supports and small 
farm payments-in 1969 were about $269 
million. 

Reduction of the burdensome 16.9 million
bale carryover of cotton which we had in 
1966 is one of the outstanding accomplish
ments that has been carried out under the 
present cotton program. The Department of 
Agriculture's January 1970 Cotton Situation 
is projecting a 6 million-bale carryover next 
August; this will be the lowest carryover 
since 1953. The U.S.D.A. also reports that 
farmers this year will place about 4.5 million 
bales under loan; the current season's price 
is holding Just above the loan level. Title 
IV-extension of the present cotton pro
gram-does not contemplate any additional 
costs. 

Let me disgress for a moment from this 
rundown of the several titles of the pro
posed Agricultural Stabilization Act. I want 

to mention a recent statement before the 
32nd annual meeting of the National Cotton 
Council, by a distinguished member of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Fores
try, the Senator from Georgia (Senator Tal
madge} . In this thoughtful remarks on the 
plight of our cotton farmers, he noted that 
cotton costs more to produce than it is 
bringing in the market, and he called for a 
cotton program that would not only accom
plish the production of needed quantities of 
cotton, but which would compensate the 
farmer for the loss he incurs between the 
cost of producing cotton and the price he 
receives for it. "The present law," said the 
Senator, "offers the best mechanism for do
ing this, with certain modifications." 

As I understand it, the Senator from 
Georgia proposes a program which would 
offer the cotton farmer a "cost price adjust
ment"-the difference between cotton pro
duction costs and prices. Secondly, he sug
gests a "supplemental income adjustment" 
payment for cotton which will allow the 
small and medium-size farmers some meas
ure of equity and assistance. I look forward 
to further study of the Senator's suggestions 
for an improved cotton program during the 
hearings on the farm program. 

Continuing with this brief review, Title v, 
of the proposed Agricultural Stabilization 
Act would extend the voluntary wheat cer
tificates and acreage diversion program. Un
der the present program, farmers receive full 
parity for domestic food wheat, through a 
certificate system. 

Under the 1969 wheat program, farmers on 
41,949 farms participated in the State of 
Texas. Production of 68.9 million bushels 
was reported. Texas wheat farmers diverted 
607,546 of their allotment acres, receiving 
$8.3 million for this portion of the program. 
Payments, for both diversion and certificates, 
totaled $54.2 million to Texas farmers. 

This new Title V not only extends the 
acreage diversion and domestic certificate 
payment features of the present program, but 
it adds a certificate on export wheat, to bring 
total payments on the export portion of the 
wheat crop (about 500 million bushels} to a 
price range of from 90 to 65 percent of parity, 
or a minimum of 55 cents per bushel more, 
under the current adjusted parity ratio. 

Finally, another feature of the proposed 
Title V provides that one-half of the wheat 
certificate value can be paid to wheat farmers 
at sign-up time. We estimate that additional 
program costs under Title V would be about 
$275 million. 

Title VI of the bill proposes an acreage di
version program for soybeans and flaxseed-a 
program which would provide price support 
loans to participating farmers at 75 percent 
of parity. This program would go into effect 
in years when total soybean stocks exceeded 
150 million bushels on the 31st of August. For 
instance, had this proposal been on the books 
last year, it would have been triggered by the 
August 31st stocks of 300 million bushels of 
soybeans, and would have required a diversion 
of 2 to 3 million acres, for an additional 
cost to the government of some $25 to $35 
million. 

Title VII of our proposed bill provides for 
a permanent "Consumer Protection Re
serve"-a program which has received a good 
deal of attention in recent years. This pro
posed reserve of wheat, feed grains, soybeans 
and cotton would serve both as insurance 
against shortages of one or all of these 
commodities and as a means of insulating the 
market from the ruinous effects of price
depressing sales from CCC stocks. Three 
types of reserves would be established: a 
Commodity Credit Corporation reserve; are
serve held by producers under a reseal pro
gram; and a reserve held by producers under 
3-year contracts. The program contemplates 
a reserve of 500 million bushels of wheat, 
30 million tons of feed grains, 75 million 
bushels of soybeans, and 3 million bales of 
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cotton. Provision is made for adjusting re
serve levels. Title VII would prohibit CCC 
sales from reserves for unrestricted domestic 
use at less than parity. For instance, CCC 
sales of wheat, when stocks were below the 
reserve level, would be at parity, less the cost 
of certificates; CCC sales of feed grain, when 
reserves were below the reserve level, would 
be at parity, less the payment. Provision b; 
made for release from CCC stocks under cer
tain emergency conditions. No additional 
costs are contemplated for this title. 

Title VIII provides for the extension o! 
marketing orders to any commodity when a 
majority of producers of that commodity 
approves. The title authorizes an advisory 
committee to help write the marketing order; 
for public hearings on the order; and for 
producer referendum, which requires a two
thirds vote of approval foo: the ma.rketing 
order to become effective. 

Title XI contains a permanent extension 
of the present cropland adjustment program, 
and removes the present .$245 million limit 
on appropriation for this program. 

Title X continues the rice program and 
provides authority for an acreage diversion 
program for rice if the na.tional allotment is 
set at less than the 1965 level. 

Mr. Chairman, it will be noted that several 
of the titles in our proposed Agricultural 
Stabilization Act continue the use of the 
parity concept. I know that a number of 
proposals are blowing around that would 
drop the use of parity in establishing price 
and income support level. Some of these pro
posals would base supports in a given year 
for particular commodities on a percentage 
of the average market price for such com
modity during the preceding three-year pe
riod. More specifically, the proposal most 
often discussed would limit supports to 85 
percent of this "moving" average. As some o! 
us see it, this would mean that prices would 
generally trend downward year after year 
because of an unstable floor. For instance, 1! 
we assume a 3-year average market price of 
$1.05 for corn for the years 1968-1970, then 
1971 supports would be set at only 89 cents 
per bushel (85 percent of the 3-year average). 
For wheat, a 3-year average of $1.25 per 
bushel would mean 1971 supports of only 
$1.06 per bushel. 

How can we expect farmers to go along 
with a program that in a few years guaran
tees supports for corn, at say, 75 cents a 
bushel, and wheat at a dollar a bushel, when 
farm operating costs have been advancing at 
the rate of 3 percent a year-When in the 
1960-69 period, farm machinery costs have 
jumped 39 percent; when farm wage rates 
have soared up by 74 percent; when property 
taxes have more than doubled; and when 
farm interest costs have more than tripled. 
What possible equity or justice can be in
volved in deflating farm prices when the rest 
of the economy is inflating? 

Such a concept--this three-year "moving" 
average It seems to me, will succeed only 
in driving more farmers off the land. Ac
cording to the January 9 estimate of the 
U.S.D.A., the number of farms in the United 
States since January 1, 1968-only 2 years 
ago-has declined nearly 160,000. 

When we introduced this bill last October, 
the Senator from South Dakota said: 

"Parity returns are, by definition, no more 
than equality with the rest of our society. 
The programs of the 1970's will not keep 
faith with "farmers unless they contain a 
firm commitment to that goal." 

Mr. Chairman, cur bill is based upon the 
premise that the parity concept is useable 
and should not be discarded for some un
tried method of deriving support levels by 
taking some percent of market average prices 
for the com.modlty during the previous three 
years. Parity has been through the fire-
it is a valid, Uvlng concept, not unchang
ing but useable. Moreover we do not assume 

in S. 3068 that present programs are all 
wrong. It does make certain changes and 
amendments as have been discussed. 

This is a time to hold to what is help
ful until we have something better. This is 
a time to keep programs which are working 
reasonably well and to improve them if we 
can. Above all, this is the time to hold fast 
to parity as a concept, a time to achieve full 
parity pirces if it can be done, and to insist 
on somehow reaching parity income for that 
5 percent of our population which feeds all 
of us and has enough left over to export 
the product of one-fourth of the acres 
farmed. This achievement deserves, and must 
have a more adequate reward than 80 per
cent of fair. 

At this time, I wish to turn briefly to the 
Administration's new proposed Agricultural 
Act of 1970. This document, I assume, is the 
measure that has been in preparation over 
the past year, and arrived only very recently 
for our study. The literature which accom
panied the proposal heralded it as a "con
sensus approach." The literature fails to 
point out the individuals or groups among 
whom there exists a "consensus" on these 
proposals but I am informed that those 
groups most certainly do not include the 
National Farmers Union, the Grange, the 
National Association of Wheat Growers, The 
Midcontinent Farmers Association, the Na
tional Farmers Organization. These groups 
characterized the so-called "consensus" ap
rroach as "inadequate," "unsound" and "to
tally unacceptable," in an announcement 
dated February 5, 1970. It is expected that 
the other coalition groups which support our 
bill will also speak out against the Adminis
tration's bill as soon as they have had an 
opportunity to try to digest its provisions. 

I shall not attempt here a detailed analysis 
of the Administration's proposal, but I do 
have a few observations to make and a few 
questions to raise, which I think will be 
of interest to Senators and others interested 
in the farm program. 

On the mimeographed transmittal which 
accompanied the text of the bill, the goals 
ot the proposal include some points about 
which most of us would not quarrel. I have 
noted a few of these points: 

-to give farmers a wider range of decision 
making on their own farms; 

-farmers would be free to do the kind of 
farming they are best prepared to do; 

-to help farmers improve cash mar
kets . . . and develop a greater reliance on 
the marketplace as a source of farm income. 

And so forth. 
Farmers will appreciate these goals, but a 

few might scratch their heads and wonder 
about them as I do. It seems to me that 
farmers are called on today to make a pretty 
wide range of decisions. I suspect that most 
of them are doing the kind of farming they 
are best prepared to do. And I wonder how 
many farmers want to be told they need to 
develop "greater reliance" on the market? 
Someone ought to be reminded that farmers 
today rely pretty heavily on the marketplace. 

This so-called "consensus" proposal con
tains seven titles; in addition to separate ti
tles for dairy, feed grains, wheat and cotton, 
there is a title providing for long-term land 
reti.rement, and one which would extend 
Public Law 480. 

The titles dealing with feed grains and 
wheat provide price support loans "not in 
excess of 90 percent of parity," or, as farm
ers would say, "zero to 90 percent." Might 
not one raise the question here whether Sen
ators and farmers want to give the Secre
tary of Agriculture such wide discretionary 
authority that he could, say next year, or the 
next, reduce pric.e support loans in effect to 
the 3-year .. moving average" I mentioned a 
few moments ago? Do we want to do that? 
If memory serves me, this was proposed back 
in the 1950's and the Congress wisely rejected 
it. 

The cotton title provides loans at "not in 
excess of 90 percent of the estimated world 
price," as compared with our proposal, which 
provides supports at between 65 and 90 per
cent of parity. I don't need to remind Sena
tors or cotton farmers there is a great deal 
of difference between these two approaches. 

One of the features of the so-called "con
sensus" proposal is the "set aside". As I read 
it, cooperators would be required to set aside 
acreage equal to a percentage of his base or 
allotment acres, plus his conserving base. He 
would then have "full freedom" (as the liter
ature says) to use the rest of his cropland 
in anyway he wishes. 

Apparently the Administration thinks that 
this "freed" acreage would be planted to crops 
other than those which would build surplus 
stocks. Nevertheless I am concerned that 
this feature might well spur additional acres 
of feed grains and soybeans, and perhaps in 
some areas, additional cotton. My concern 
again reminds me of the statement which I 
read at the outset of my remarks by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture 
dealing with overcapacity in American agri
culture. I can assure you that I am happy it 
is the able and experienced Senator from 
Louisiana who will be presiding over the 
Committee's examination of this proposal. 

I know that Senators will examine carefully 
the two proposals which I have discussed 
today. I firmly believe that our proposed 
Agricultural Stabilization Act, which extends 
and improves on the present agricultural leg
islation, is in the best interest of consum
ers, farmers and the economy in general. We 
welcome the prospect of having our proposals 
discussed in the up-coming hearings, and I 
feel sure Senators will give it their approval, 
when they have studied it and measured its 
terms alongside the alternatives. 

TUBERCULOSIS TESTING 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, we all 

share the concern which has been gen
erated by the discovery of an unusual 
incidence of tuberculosis on Capitol Hill. 

I am sure that most Senators shared 
my surprise at the news that six active 
cases of tuberculosis had been discov
ered here, two of them fatal. The erro
neous impression that tuberculosis has 
been controlled is all too prevalent, but 
this experience has provided a rude 
awakening. 

A great effort has been required to 
test everyone here, including the coop
eration of several governmental and vol
untary health agencies. I am pleased 
that among those agencies which co
operated were the Maryland Tuberculo
sis Association and the Maryland State 
Department of Health. Maryland has 
made available one of the X-ray mobile 
units which has been used to help ad
minister tuberculosis tests to Members 
of Congress and congressional employees. 

I am glad that Maryland had an im
portant share in making this effort a 
success. 

SHOULD UNITED NATIONS FUNDS 
FINANCE THE TRAINING OF ARAB 
_TERRORISTS? 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in recent 

months there have been a number of 
articles in the press reporting that many 
of the Arab refugee camps maintained 
by the United Nations Relief and Works 
Agency-UNRWA-have in effect be
come training grounds for Arab guer-
rillas. Some of the articles have carried 
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photographs of guerrilla units in train
ing in these camps. 

This situation is the subject of an edi
torial captioned "We Accuse UNRWA" 
which appears in the current quarterly 
issue of the organ of the Society for the 
Prevention of World War ill, a private 
organization headed by a group of highly 
distinguished Americans. 

Pointing out that the United States 
contributes nearly two-thirds of the total 
budget of UNRWA, the editorial goes on 
to say: 

With the first-stated purpose of UNRWA
the giving of relief-we have the sincerest 
sympathy. The suffering of human beings 
everywhere is the concern of all of us. 

But the concept of refugee camps as re
cruiting centers for terrorists must be re
jected as outrageous. Money spent for that 
purpose is worse than wasted: it is used 
dishonestly, and used to keep the Middle 
East at war. 

Mr. President, in the hope that all Sen
ators will find the time to study it, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the full text of the editorial cap
tioned "We Accuse UNRWA." 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WE ACCUSE UNRWA 
There seems to be two conflicting ideas 

about the purpose and use of UNRWA (the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 
Palestine Refugees in the Near East). 

UNRWA was founded 21 years ago to pro
vide housing, food and education for dis
placed Arab refugees. It was also to train 
them for reemployment and to assist in their 
resettlement. 

The Arab states, and in particular the sev
eral guerrilla and terrorist movements which 
they support, appear to have a very different 
view. It is perhaps best expressed in an edi
torial which appeared November 24, 1969, in 
one of the major Arab propaganda publica
tions in the United States, a weekly edited 
by the director of the Action Committee on 
American-Arab Relations: 

"The Palestinian refugee camps in Leb
anon have been taken over by Palestinian 
commando units. . . . The process of the 
refugee camps becoming a training ground 
for the commando units is the logical devel
opment .... We sugest that the several Arab 
States in which the Palestinian refugee 
camps exist should delegate authority to the 
Palestianians to handle the affairs of the 
camps .... " 

On the front page of the same publication, 
a week earlier, appeared a two-column photo 
of guerrilla units training in an unidentified 
camp, with the caption "Refugee Camps Be
come Training Grounds." (The New York 
Times a few days later published a similar 
photo, taken in the UNRWA camp near 
Sidon, Lebanon, and captioned "Commando 
Training- in Refugee Camps.") 

With the first-stated purpose of UNRWA
the giving of relief-we have the sincerest 
sympathy. The suffering of human beings 
everywhere is the concern of all of us. 

But the concept of refugee camps as re
cruiting centers for terrorists must be re
jected as outrageous. Money spent for that 
purpose is worse than wasted: it is used 
dishonestly, and used to keep the Middle 
East at war. 

Until UNRWA can be restored to its origi
nal purposes, and until defects in several of 
its programs (especially the schools) can be 
remedied, UNRWA must stand accused of the 
gravest ma.Ueasance. 

(1). UNRWA has wrongfully permitted its 
facilities to be used for the training of illegal 
guerrilla and terrorist groups. The case of 14 

camps in Lebanon which have been physically 
taken over by commando units-who have 
actually placed armed guards at the camp 
entrances and otherwise usurped control-is 
only the most recent example. As far back as 
1966, the Commissioner-General of UNRWA 
complained that Egypt was training com
mando units at camps in the Gaza Strip. At 
that time, Egypt promised to make restitu
tion ($150,000) for the rations and facilities 
used by the commandos. Up until this mo
ment (our last inquiry was at the date of 
going to press) not a single dollar had been 
repaid. Meanwhile, the Arab press has regu
larly published accounts of commando units 
recruited in UNRWA camps in Jordan and 
Syria., and trained while subsisting on 
UNRWA rations. 

(2). UNRWA has permitted local national
istic control to be substituted for responsible 
international control. This was perhaps in
evitable in an operation which should have 
been completed within a period of two or 
three years, but has been permitted to drag 
over more than a. generation. As the Com
missioner-General has frequently pointed 
out, the refugee camps are subject to the 
jurisdiction of· the host countries. Moreover, 
the overwhelming majority of UNRWA em
ployees are locally recruited (out of nearly 
13,000 staff members at present, only 110 are 
members of the international staff) and are 
considered-with varying degree from coun
try to country-to be subject to the control 
of local authorities. Thus UNRWA becomes 
not only a subsidy to needy persons, but also 
a powerful source of financial support for the 
political purposes of adventurous regimes. It 
should come as no surprise that one of the 
hijackers of a TWA plane detoured to Syria 
had not long before been employed on the 
local administrative staff of UNRWA in an 
Arab state. 

(3) . The children of the refugees, in the 
camps, are educated to hate their neighbors 
and to prepare for war against them. This 
appa111ng charge is documented in detail in 
an article elsewhere in this issue (see page 
12). An international commission of edu
cational experts named by UNESCO has rec
ommended the removal or modification of a 
large part of the textbooks used in UNRWA 
schools-but the Arab states have refused 
to comply or to allow UNRWA to comply. In 
Syria, to take but one example, a first-year 
reading primer compels the young child to 
learn to pronounce the words: "The Jews are 
the enemies of the Arabs. Soon we shall 
rescue Palestine from their hands." The 
Syrian Minister of Education, replying to a 
complaint from UNESCO, said: "The hatred 
which we indoctrinate in to the minds of our 
children from birth is sacred." 

(4). UNRWA ha~ failed to carry out its 
original obligation to work toward the re
settlement of the refugees. In the beginning, 
the number of Arabs who departed the area 
that is now Israel were less than----end cer
tainly not larger than-the number of Jews 
who were forced to leave Arab lands in the 
Middle East, such as Iraq, Yemen and Syria. 
The Jewish exiles were received with open 
arms in Israel; they were retrained, and they 
promptly found profitable employment. They 
have never received any restitution for their 
lost property, nor have the heirs of those who 
died in fiight received even sympathy from 
their former Arab masters. In sharp contrast, 
the Arab refugees were not assimilated into 
the lands of their kinsmen, but in most 
cases were kept separated in camps, unable 
to compete in the employment market, or to 
sustain themselves. In the Gaza Strip, the 
controlling power, Egypt, woUld not even 
grant passports or other identification docu
ments (except the ration cards provided by 
UNRWA) to its unfortunate wards. Funds 
originally allocated for resettlement were 
used for other purposes. Although commit
tees of the United States Senate and House 
of Representatives, when considering UNRWA 

contributions, repeatedly urged that the 
process of resettlement must be speeded up, 
no action followed. On the contrary, the 
Arab propaganda organs accused the United 
States (which supplies the largest share of 
the funds of UNRWA) of trying to "liquidate 
the Palestine Question" by insisting upon its 
concern that those refugees who wished to 
do so should be given a chance to lead nor
mal lives in the countries of their current 
domicile. 

(5). UNRWA ha~ permitted itself to be 
made an object of financial plunder by 
"host" governments in the Middle East. The 
fact that a mere census of the camp popula
tions has been prevented in most places lies 
at the base of this scandal. Vital statistics 
show that the camp populations have the 
highest birth rate and the lowest death 
rate in any part of the Arab world. Medical 
care superior to that available in most Arab 
villages in part accounts for this, but it is 
also cynically said that "a refugee never dies, 
his ration card is sold in the market,"-and 
this charge is at least in part true. The Com
missioner-General has for years, in annual 
reports, complained of "political obstacles" 
placed in the way of making any scientific 
verification of the origins and numbers of 
camp inhabitants. 

Meanwhile, the number of "refugees" has 
skyrocketted by the birth of children and 
grandchildren, to reach the present total of 
approximately 1,400,00Q--far more than dou
ble the original 1948-9 figure. 

Equally reprehensible is the manner in 
which ::ertain Arab states have measurably 
enriched themselves by illegally charging 
customs duties on materials destined for 
refugee camps. Others have charged above
market rates for railway freight transpor
tation, and other local services. Pending 
claims by UNRWA for excess rail charges 
alone, against the governments of Lebanon, 
Syria and Jordan, total more than one-and
a-half million dollars-money that has 
meanwhile come from the pockets of taxpay
ers in the United States and other contrib
uting countries. Some Arab states have also 
derived tax revenues by taxing electrical 
power and other services sold to UNRWA
in defiance of international conventions ex
empting the agency from such taxation. 

(6). National contributions to UNRWA are 
grossly disproportionate and the rights of 
the contributors are disregarded. The United 
States government alone pays nearly two
thirds of the total budget of UNRWA. If 
substantial contributions by private corpora
tions and foundations are added, the Ameri
can proportion of the total bill is still larger. 
In contrast, neither the Soviet Union nor 
any nation of the Soviet satellite group has 
ever pledged an official contribution-al
though the Soviets have expended vast sums 
on arming Egypt, Syria, Iraq and other Arab 
states, and have given backing to those states 
in their war-like propaganda. As a part of 
a general settlement in the Middle East, the 
United States should at least be permitted 
to have a reasonable voice in the conduct 
and future administration of UNRWA-and 
it is only fair to insist that the burden should 
be shared by financially able members of the 
United Nations, such as the USSR, who have 
thus far accepted no responsibility what-
soever. 

WHAT IS THE VERDICT? 

The editorial quoted at the beginning of 
this indictment, from the publication edited 
by the head of the Action Committee on 
American-Arab Relations, concludes with an 
interesting suggestion. Should "pressure" 
cause the United States government to de
crease its subsidy to UNRWA, "the Arab 
States should make up the balance." Then, 
says the Arab editor, the affairs of the camps 
could be delegated entirely to the direction 
of the "Palestinian refugees." 

Considering the war-like and terr?lristic 
attitude of the commandos and terrorists to 
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whose whims the refugees would thus be 
left, we can hardly approve the latter part 
of this suggestion. But if the largesse of the 
free nations is to be misused through the 
misconduct of certain governments, then it 
is logical that those governments should 
bear the burdens which we up to this point 
have shouldered. 

THE SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF WORLD 
WAR III has expressed its views in a tele
gram to President Richard M. Nixon, read
ing in part as follows: 

"It is authoritatively reported in the press 
and officially conceded by the Commissioner
General of UNRWA that control and policing 
of 14 Arab refugee camps in Lebanon is in 
hands of Palestine commandoes or _guerrillas 
primarily armed with weapons of communist 
origin .... In Jordan also UNRWA camps 
have long been used by guerrillas as centers 
for training and recruitment. For years 
UNRWA has been derelict in its duties in fail
ing to correct this situation. Continuation 
of large American financial support for these 
camps is therefore tantamount to maintain
ing a guerrilla army operating against our 
own interests and condoning terrorism. The 
American government has no right to use 
tax money to subsidize terrorism. We there
fore ~ge that you refrain from making new 
financial commitments to UNRWA until 
such time as the use of UNRWA installa
tions for guerrilla war purposes has been 
effectively ended and the control of refugee 
camps is vested exclusively in the hands of 
dependable authorities." 

We deeply regret the necessity for such a 
conclusion. We are firmly devoted to the 
amelioration of human needs wherever they 
may be discovered but we are also pledged 
to give such advice as will advance the 
permanent peace of the world, or at least not 
contribute to plunging it again into the 
holocaust of war. We think that the misuse 
of UNRWA funds is at this time contribut
ing to the latter danger. 

We also think that UNRWA, as at pres
ent functioning, is not viably performing its 
primary duty of relief. It has let the refugees 
become pawns in an international power 
play, and has permitted war-makers to traf
fic with their fate for alien purposes. Until 
this is corrected, the United States ought 
not to make any further unrestricted pledges 
to UNRWA-and its support should be ex
plicitly contingent, from month to month, 
upon a thorough housecleaning of this en
tire operation. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CARSWELL 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, yesterday 

the Senator fror __ Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY) placed in the RECORD a state
ment from the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. McGovERN) explaining why 
Senator McGovERN is going to vote 
against the confirmation of the nomina
tion of Judge G. Harrold Carswell. 

Most of the objections Senator Mc
GOVERN mentions have been discussed 
in recent weeks. But one objection which 
Senator McGovERN shares with jour
nalist Michael Harrington does merit 
special attention. 

Mr. Harrington, with Senator Mc
GovERN concurring, argues that Presi
dent Nixon is trying to politicize the Su
preme Court even more than Franklin 
Roosevelt did in his ill-fated attempt to 
pack the Court. 

Mr. President, this is a misunder
standing of what President Nixon is try
ing to do. 

It is not true that President Nixon is 
trying to pack the Court. It would be 
closer to the truth to say that the Presi-

dent is trying to unpack it. He is trying to 
restore some semblance of balance to the 
Court. 

If we are faithful to the meaning of 
"court packing" as that term emerged 
from President Roosevelt's attack on the 
Court, we must surely see that what 
President Nixon is doing has nothing 
to do with packing the Court. 

In fact, the President is acting in 
accordance with nothing more radical 
than the U.S. Constitution, which vests 
in him the responsibility for appoint
ing new members to the Court. 

Unlike Franklin Roosevelt, President 
Nixon is not trying to alter the very 
structure of the Court. 

Unlike Franklin Roosevelt, President 
Nixon is not asking the Senate to tam
per with the number of Justices. 

On the contrary, President Nixon is 
asking the Senate to fulfill its part of 
the constitutional partnership by bring
ing the Court up to full strength. 

In fact, whereas Franklin Roosevelt 
was convinced that nine justices were 
insufficient, there are some persons to
day who seem to think that nine justices 
are too many. 

Mr. President, I think President Nixon 
is c.Jrrect in h~s approach to this matter. 
He believes that the court should be com
posed of nine members as Congress has 
specified. He thinks that a team of nine 
can afford a few strict constructionists. 

I do not think that a baseball manager 
is "packing" his lineup if he includes a 
mixture of lefthanded and righthanded 
batters. And President Nixon does not 
think that a judicious mixture of judicial 
philosophies constitutes a "packing" of 
the Supreme Court lineup. 

In short, Mr. President, the nomina
tion of Judge Carswell tests the willing
ness of some persons to practice what 
they preach. 

There are some persons who express 
great enthusiasm for dissent and diver
sity in many parts of our national life, 
but who became ve:·y nervous when they 
believe ~issent and diversity may emerge 
in places more important than under
gra(uate rallies. 

Mr. President, the confirmation of the 
nomination of Judge Carswell will help 
the Court to perform its difficult func
tions. American institutions thrive on 
diversity. The Court is no exception to 
this rule. 

THE RELATIONSHIP OF FUTURE 
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE PRO
GRAMS, THE NATIONAL INTER
EST, AND THE NEEDS OF DEVEL
OPING NATIONS-AN ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR EDMUND S. MUSKIE 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, this 

past Wednesday, at a luncheon meeting 
of the International Development Con
ference in Washington, the Senator 
from Maine (Mr. MusKIE) delivered a 
thoughtful as well as thought-provoking 
address on foreign aid. He has pointedly 
raised the urgent matter of restructur
ing our foreign assistance progra-ms and 
simultaneously restructuring the politi
cal base for them. So that aJl Senators 
may have an opportunity to read it, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 

MUSKIE'S address be printed in the REC
ORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE CHALLENGE OF THE 1970's-A NEW LOOK 

AT FoREIGN AssiSTANCE 
(Remarks by Senator EDMUND E. MUSKIE, of 

Maine, at a luncheon meeting of the Inter
national Development Conference, Wash
ington, D.C., February 25, 1970) 
If I had believed the headlines and the 

public opinion polls, I would have called my 
talk: "Epitaph for a Lost Cause." The subject 
of foreign aid is not populrur, and its prog
nosis is not favoraqle. My presence here may 
be more a testimony to the unsinkable opti
mism of an elected Maine Democrat than an 
indicator of my political judgment. 

But, to paraphrase Mark Twain: Rumors 
of the death of foreign aid are greatly exag
gerated, and calls for its end, or its decline, 
are greatly misguided. 

I share the conviction of the young people 
who are involved in the International Devel
opment Conference: "Our aim must be to 
change international attitudes so as to make 
it impossible for our political leaders to con
tinue to neglect, and often to aggr-avate, the 
obscene inequities that disfigure our world. " 

The time has come, friends of development 
aid, not t o bury that aid, not to praise its 
p ast accomplishments, but to commit our
selves t o a new understanding of its place in 
our world and a determination to use it 
effect ively. We must use it to give new life 
and hope to those who are the victims of 
those "obscene inequities." 

To do tha t , we need the energy, and the 
enthusiasm which move the young people 
who have joined in this conference. We need 
to reinforce that energy and enthusiasm with 
the perspective of those who know where we 
have been, wha t has worked and what hasn't, 
and why we went there in the first place. 

In looking backward, we can derive some 
satisfact ion from what has been achieved. 
Foreign aid, properly speaking, began with 
the Marshall Plan, a success which had 
everything working for it. 

After two world wars, Americans believed 
that Europe was worth sacrifices in peace
time, too. The dramatic results were due in 
part to the fact that aid was used, not to 
build, but to reconstruct previously devel
oped economies. In a sense the early 1950's, 
with t heir stress and achievement, are a 
heroic period in the history of foreign aid, 
but it is one to which we cannot return. 

By the mid-1950's, the Marshall Plan had 
proved its worth. Europe for the moment 
seemed to have been made safe for the West 
and freedom. The suceeding decade presented 
new challenges to respond to development 
needs on a broader scale. The newly inde
pendent n a tions of the world needed all 
the assista nce they could get. And we sus
pect ed that if we did not help, others might 
act in our place. 

As t he front between the two blocs be
came stabilized in Europe, each side sought 
to protect or advance its interests in Africa 
and Asia. 

Today, however, I think many would agree 
that the relationship between foreign as
sistance and the national interests of the 
donor powers is not as direct as it once ap
peared. No nation since World War II has 
lost its sovereignty because of Communist 
foreign aid. 

That fact has cut some of the urgency 
of the security arguments for foreign aid. 
At the same time other supports were weak
ening, too. 

There have always been those profoundly 
critical of foreign aid. In recent years, they 
have been joined by those sunshine sup
porters of aid who--like some university 
alumni-have come to doubt whether the 
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goals of the fund drive would ever be met. 

Proponents of foreign aid have tradi
tionally pointed out how it benefits us by 
improving our balance of payments and 
opening foreign markets to our products. I 
strongly favor expanding our trade and elim
inating the deficit in our balance of pay
ments. But as a practical matter, I feel that 
many American businessmen, in contemplat
ing disturbed political and commercial con
ditions abroad, see them as promising more 
uncertainty than profit. 

One of the most important causes of the 
decline in support for development aid has 
been the war in Vietnam. That conflict has 
had a profound effect on ideas Americans 
hold about themselves and the world beyond 
their shores. For half a decade, the United 
States ha.s pursued a stated policy of trying 
to build a stable society in a single nation 
in Southeast Asia. The effort was unprece
dented and because its results have been tied 
up in the confusion of the war, many have 
become discouraged at the apparent ineffec
tiveness of our developmental tools. 

This conclusion is unfair to our aid pro
gram in Vietnam. At no time have we 
pushed the cause of social reforms as vigor
ously as we pushed the war effort. As a con
sequence. foreign assistance programs had 
little or no chance to prove themselves. They 
became victims of the disillusionment which 
has accompanied our Vietnam experience. 

Vietnam has also intensified strains in 
the social and economic fabric of our own 
society. Americans became more aware of 
their own society's faults. Many critics con
sider it presumptuous that we should tell 
others what their purposes should be and 
how to achieve them. Others simply decided 
that we must get on, as a matter of first pri
ority, with reform in the United States. These 
feelings, while not in themselves hostile to 
foreign aid, detracted public attention from 
it, and weakened the defense of foreign as
sistance programs which must be made each 
year. 

Domestic reform is imperative. It needs to 
have a higher priority than ABM's, SST's, 
and other disrupters of society and the en
vironment. But we cannot achieve reform 
at home if we neglect the needs of the poor 
abroad. We live, in McLuhan's phrase in a 
"global village." It is time our policies re
flected that fact. 

Let us look for a moment now at the pros
pects for social and economic development 
in the less advantaged portions of the world. 

In recent years the developing countries 
have had some success in generating ma
terial growth. Some have been doing better 
than did the industrial nations in their 
comparative period of economic expansion. 
These efforts, however, often have yielded 
unforeseen or undesirable side-effects. With 
our interest in environmental contamination 
we are conscious of the dangers of heedless 
development. The Aswan Dam, despite its 
great contributions to productivity in Egypt, 
may reduce the organic fertility of the Nile 
Delta, curtail off-shore fisheries, lead to the 
spread of water-borne disease, and eventu
ally lose its value through silting of the 
reservoir. 

Even the new miracle crops of the "Green 
Revolution," which are now feeding so many 
scores of millions, increase the risk of crop 
failure on a large scale by expanding the 
range of agricultural monocultures. 

But the basic issue in growth policies is 
not contamination of the physical environ
ment. The basic issue is the growing demand 
of rising populations which threatens to 
strain or exceed the exploitable resources. 
The gap between the per capita incomes o! 
developed and under-developed nations 
promises to increase, not diminish. 

What will social conditions be aboard 
"Troopship Earth" as new millions pile on 
board daily, and the Plimsoll Line disap-

pears from sight? Barbara Ward Jackson 
has written eloquently about the sprawling 
cities in the developing world where millions 
subsist with all the horrors and none of the 
advantages o! urban life. Economically 
speaking, a shift in populations is not neces
sarily bad. In some areas of Asia the number 
of farmers may exceed the point of dimin
ishing returns. A population shift to the 
cities may by itself, yield an increase in 
agricultural production. But the social 
environment in which the displaced popu
lations live, suggests a "culture eutrophica
tion" and the spread of "Lake Erie" condi
tions in the portions of society that are 
affected. 

Studies made of animal populations under 
stress show that crowding disrupts important 
social functions and worsens all forms of 
social pathology found in a group. If popu
lations continue to rise-with an accom
panying increase in stress-animals have 
been known to die off in great numbers 
simply because of a vulnerability to their 
social setting. 

This data suggests that man-in both the 
developed and the under-developed world
should not consider himself as separate from 
and unconnected with the natural world he 
inhabits. The ecological principles which 
concern the conservationists affect human 
society and must be applied in our domestic 
and foreign policies. 

We have seen that foreign assistance 
raises complex and difficult issues. Without 
it, however, the prospects for the social and 
economic progress of the under-developed 
nations are at best gloomy and uncertain. 

The developed countries must make a 
maximum effort to help others win the bat
tle for development, because their own in
terests-and in a sense their own survival
depend upon the result. 

No long-term prospects for mankind are 
more frightening than that of the world 
becoming divided into two camps, of which 
one is non-black, non-young, and non-poor. 

David Potter suggests that our democratic 
system is one of the major by-products of 
our ab~ndance, and is workable largely be
cause of the measure of our abundance. 
Democracy-with its promises of equality
must also offer opportunity. 

A world where half the population eats 
while the other half starves is a world where 
the values of American and Western civili
zation will be warped or destroyed. 

Our traditions and our past security have 
given us a belief that our way of life will 
triumph in the end. During World War II, it 
was said that even if the Axis won the war, 
democracy could survive as long as the 
liberal tradition continued to function in 
some part of the world. I do not believe, how
ever, that the democracies could survive any
where in the kind of world I have been de
scribing. 

The nations of the West must realize that 
they face a more serious threat than any 
they have previously confronted. The devel
oped nations must join the developing coun
tries in an alliance against human misery 
and degradation of the environment. And 
the well-being of the individual cannot be 
defined in purely physical terms. Institutions 
must be developed to provide a means of 
action and self-expression to people who are 
becoming politically more self-conscious 
everywhere. 

I will not speak at length on what the 
developed countries must do to assist their 
poorer neighbors. I have read with interest 
the President's statement on foreign assist
ance in his recent report on the foreign 
affairs of the nation. The report would have 
been improved if it had spoken specifically 
about goals toward which our efforts should 
proceed. 

I hope that the PresidEmt's Task Force on 
Aid, head~d b y Rudolph Pet erson, will define 

our goals. Without them, it is impossible to 
proVide direction to our efforts or to. know 
whether we are succeeding or falling. 

In terms of its commitment of resources, 
the United States should at least maintain 
a level of aid proportionate to that of other 
developed nations. The United States is not 
only the richest nation in the world; it has 
a productive capacity approximately equal to 
that of all the other industrial nations in 
the free world combined. 

Bot h in relative and absolute terms, how
ever, our assistance has been dwindling. 
Seven years ago we provided about $3.6 bil
lion in foreign aid, which was roughly six
tenths of one percent of our GNP. In 1970 
our aid contribution will be about $3 billion, 
or only three-tenths of one percent in a much 
richer ecnomy. In 1969, for the first time 
other developed countries proVided more as
sistance to the developing world on equal or 
better terms than we did. In 1970, their con
tributions will probably exceed ours by $700 
million, and will rise to still higher levels in 
1971 and 1972. 

I am encouraged by this awareness of the 
need for development aid in other countries, 
but we should not now tire of the game just 
when fresh players are joining our side. 

I favor the Pearson recommendation for 
strengthening the international aid frame
work to coordinate and review the efforts of 
both donors and recipients. I also support 
the Pearson recommendation that all donors 
raise their contribution to multilateral activ
ities to 20 percent of their total aid expendi
tures. This means that financial resources 
for multilateral institutions must be sub
stantially increased so that they can play a 
more important role, and so they can exer
cise leadership in those consortia designed 
to coordinate bilateral programs. 

We cannot and should not cancel our bi
lateral programs. But they must be increased 
and coordinated with multilateral projects 
if they are to make a maximum contribution 
to the healthy growth of developing nations. 

A global development effort, carried out 
within a stronger international framework, 
underscores the need to differentiate between 
aid for development and national security 
assistance. 

This distinction should be made in both 
the legislation and the administration of our 
economic assistance. The old argument that 
putting the two together boosts the chances 
for public support no longer holds water. 

Furthermore, we need to bring together in 
one place the guidance !or our participation 
in development aid. Guidance to the World 
Bank and the Regional Financial Institutions 
comes primarily from one agency, policy 
guidelines to the UN agencies from another. 
Our bilateral programs receive their guid
ance from still another source. If the United 
States is to provide effective leadership in 
this international effort-involving more 
than a dozen industrial nations, numerous 
international agencies, and scores of develop
ing countries-we need to think and speak 
far more with one voice than before. 

In addition, I should stress that economic 
development requires sustained effort. We 
cannot put our own resources to most effi
cient use if we are unable to ensure conti
nuity in our support. This means that we 
must make major improvements in our pres
ent system which requires not only an annual 
appropriation, but--until this year-that the 
entire programs be re-authorized annually. 

At the least, I believe there should be a 
four-year authorization of the program of 
development assistance. The security pro
grams, such as military and supporting as
sistance, which are not part of such long
range programs, could be authorized sepa
rately and annually. Consideration should 
be given to the appropriation of development 
funds on a longer range basis, possibly a 
two-year term, paralleling the life of each 
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Congress. Congressional committees, more
over, should use their freedom from the 
annual funding cycle to make in depth 
studies of development operations in order 
to provide better policy guidance. 

Some will ask if the United States can af
ford the costs of increased foreign aid? I 
think the time has come to face up to the 
realities of difficult choices, and to admit 
there are less important programs that we 
cannot afford. A proper definition of our 
national priorities suggests that the effort 
must be made. 

The issues involved are not only those of 
development, but involve the nature of civi
lized man, and the survival of the demo
cratic process. In the longer run, they may 
concern the survival of man himself. 

I would be happy if the nations of the 
Communist bloc would-in a spirit of good 
will-join us in this great developmental 
effort. 

I have no illusions that mankind will leap 
forward automatically to this latest call for 
concern with humanity. With a half century 
of violence and unrest behind us, I suspect 
that mankind's hearing has seldom been so 
accustomed to cries of alarm, anguish, and 
indignation. The language of humane con
cern labors and strains to surpass the drum 
beat of the arms race. 

Nevertheless, I think there are some causes 
for hope in the contemporary world. Rich 
and poor nations alike seem to be develop
ing a feeling for the interdependence of men 
and nations. They seem to be awakening to 
the realization that we on earth are on a 
small and fragile planet. How we react to 
that fact will determine whether that planet 
becomes a community or a prison of vio
lence and fear. 

Our closing note should not be one of op
timism or pessimism, but firm resolve. We 
cannot be certain of the results of our labors. 
They may succeed or they may fail. But of 
this we can be sure: If we do not labor-if 
we do not persevere-mankind will fail to 
save itself in the midst of monstrous divi
sions and the growing horror of a world 
turned against itself. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOS
PITALS ARE IN NEED OF FUNDS 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

last week the distinguished chairman 
of the House Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee announced his intention to hold 
comprehensive hearings on the operation 
of the 166 Veterans' Administration hos
pitals in this country. In his report to the 
House, Chairman TEAGUE pointed out 
that there is an average staff ratio of 1.5 
employees to each patient, while the ratio 
is 2. 72 employees for each patient in 
general community hospitals. 

The situation in Texas is particularly 
distressing. There is a shortage of funds 
for the nine Texas veterans hospitals 
for fiscal year 1970 of over $3,600,000. 
These hospitals need an additional 2,700 
.;taff positions to be staffed at the level 
necessary to furnish Texas veterans with 
the first class medical care that they are 
entitled to. 

I commend Chairman TEAGUE on his 
decision to conduct hearings on this im
portant and timely subject. The Senate 
Veterans Affairs Subcommittee of which 
I am a member of the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee, completed in Janu
ary 6 days of hearings on the problem of 
the quality of medical care in VA hospi
tals. The evidence introduced at these 
hearings clearly showed that VA hos
pitals, throughout the country, are un-

derfunded and understaffed. Unless ac
tion is taken immediately, the VA hos
pitals will not be able to continue to fulfill 
their vital mission. With hundreds of 
wounded veterans of the Vietnam war 
being admitted to these hospitals each 
week, the need for adequate funds be
comes more acute. 

Mr. President, I commend both the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANS
TON) and Chairman TEAGUE for the work 
they are doing on this problem. As 
chairman of the Labor and Public Wel
fare Committee, I pledge my full support 
and cooperation in assuring our veterans 
of first class medical and hospital care. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter to me from Senator CRANSTON, dated 
February 5, 1970, and Chairman OLIN 
TEAGUE's statement be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and statement were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., FebruaTy 5, 1970. 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEA& RALPH: Attached is a copy of a press 
release issued today by Chairman Olin E. 
Teague of the House Veterans Affairs Com
mittee regarding insufficiencies in Texas V.A. 
hospitals. I was sure that you would find 
the information in this document most in
teresting and revealing. 

This data was collected from a survey 
which Chairman Teague recently completed 
of all 166 V.A. hospitals, the returns from 
which a.re currently being tabulated. At the 
same time, the Veterans Affairs Subcommit
tee of the Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee has been conducting six days of hear
ings, completed on January 27, 1970, on the 
question of the quality of medical care avail
able to Vietnam veterans in V.A. hospitals. 
These hearings and the results of the House 
committee's survey have revealed grave 
shortages of funds, personnel, equipment, 
and facilities as a nationwide problem in the 
Veterans Administration hospital and med
ical care system. Thus, the situation out
lined in the enclosed relea-Se for Texas is 
representative of a much greater problem. 

The Veterans Affairs Subcommittee has 
been cooperating closely with the House 
committee in this endeavor, and we plan to 
coordinate our efforts in our respective 
houses to obtain the necessary appropria
tions both in the FY 1970 supplemental bill 
and in the V.A.'s FY 1971 appropriation for 
the V.A. hospital and medical care system. 

I have very much appreciated your great 
assistance, and that of your staff, in our 
recent set of hearings on this subject, and I 
look forward to working with you in the 
near future in the fight to provide our vet
erans with first-quality medical and hospital 
care. 

With warm regards, 
Sincerely, 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
Chai1·man, Subcommittee on Veterans' 

Affairs. 

CARE OF VETERANS IN TEXAS VA HOSPITALS 
SUFFERS FOR LACK OF FuNDs 

Congressman Olin E. Teague (D-Tex.) 
Chairman of the House Veterans Affairs 
Committee said tQ9ay that Texas VA hos
pitals are not receiving sufficient support to 
provide the kind of medical care that Texas 
veterans deserve. 

The House Veterans Affairs Committee 
Chairman announced that searching in
depth hearings will get underway early in 
the second session of the 91st Congress on 

operation of the nation's 166 Veterans Ad
ministration hospitals. As a forerunner to 
the hearings, the Committee has recently 
undertaken an inquiry in an effort to learn 
whether VA hospitals are sufficiently staffed 
and funded to provide America's ex-service
men and women with "second to none" 
medical care. Chairman Teague said that he 
was "seriously concerned about recent re
ports from a variety of sources indicating 
that many VA hospitals were being caught in 
an impossible squeeze between higher medi
cal and drug costs and rising workloads with
out receiving proportionally higher funding 
and staffing allocations." "If this is true," 
Teague said, "such policies, if allowed to 
stand will wreck the VA hospital system and 
undermine the veterans medical program 
to the point of dangerous dilution in 
quality." 

Chairman Teague said that the Veterans 
Administration is attempting to provide first 
class medical care with an inadequate staff. 
Teague pointed out that the general medical 
community hospitals and state and local 
government hospitals have an average staff 
ratio of 2.72 employees for each patient, while 
the Veterans' Administration has only 1.5 
staff for each patient. According to Teague, 
the university hospitals operated in con
nection with medical schools are even higher, 
and have a staff ratio of over 3 employees 
for each patient. Teague has written to 
President Nixon and a<ivised that he expects 
to seek a minimum staffing ratio for the 
Veterans Administration of at least two em
ployees for each patient in most VA general 
medical hospitals, and a one for one ratio in 
psychiatric hospitals. 

The Veterans Affairs Committee investiga
tion of nine Texas Veterans Administration 
hospitals revealed funding deficiencies in FY 
70 of over $3,600,000 to operate about 5,000 
hospital beds serving approximately 1,353,000 
Texas veterans. 

In Texas, VA hospitals are located in 
Amarillo, Big Springs, Bonham, Dallas, 
Houston, Kerrville, Marlin and Temple. A 
1421 bed psychiatric hospital is located at 
Waco and independent VA outpatient clinics 
are operated in Lubbock and San Antonio. 

The investigation being conducted by the 
House Veterans Affairs Committee revealed 
that under the hospital staffing formula ad
vocated by Teague, Texas VA hospitals are ap
proximately 2,700 positions short of needed 
staff. These extra positions would cost about 
$14,100,000 annually. A few of these posi
tions would be difficult to fill, but most are 
recruitable. Texas VA hospital directors also 
reported that community nursing care pro
grams at their hospitals were underfunded in 
FY 70 by over $400,000. More funds were 
needed approximating $250,000 for dental 
care due to increased workloads largely 
created by returning Vietnam veterans. 
Hospital and clinic directors were recently 
advised that about $91,000 was being made 
available to apply against the deficiency. 

The 1200 bed Houston hospital has made 
significant contributions to research of 
synthetic arterial replacements in cardio
vascular surgery, and is one of the most active 
hospitals in the VA system. The Houston VA 
hospital reported the largest deficiency 
among Texas hospitals-over $2,500,000. 
Funds totaling more than $1,600,000 are 
needed to provide over 200 positions which 
Hospital Director Dr. John W. Claiborne re
ported as being needed to operate at "proper 
employment levels." Many of these positions 
are needed to properly staff special Intensive 
Care Units which have already been con
structed and equipped at a cost of about 
$460,000. The remaining deficiency of over 
$990,000 included shortages for drugs and 
medicines of $117,000, $20,000 for outpatient 
dental exams and treatments, mostly for re
turning Vietnam veterans, and the balance 
for medical operating supplies, maintenance 
and repairs of hospital facilities, replacement 
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of old and outmoded equipment, and acqui
sition of new equipment. 

A shortage of about 30 much needed re
search support personnel was also disclosed. 
In order to support on-going research activi
ties, over 20 positions costing over $150,000 
are being diverted from current patient care 
needs. Over and above these 20 positions, 5 
additional positions costing $37,000 are 
needed to relieve this vital research per
sonnel shortage at the Houston VA hospital. 

Dr. James B. Chandler, Director of the 
700 bed Dallas VA hospital reported the sec
ond highest deficiency amount among the 
Texas hospitals of over $800,000. The largest 
part of this deficiency was for staffing about 
65 positions at a cost of about $500,000. 
Some of these positions are needed to correct 
understaffing of a special surgical intensive 
care unit, the hospital's recovery room, and 
other special clinics, laboratories, and serv
ices for cardiac catheterization, anesthesiol
ogy, audiology, prosthetics, pharmacy, and 
outpatient activities. Shortages of over 
$260,000 were reported by Chandler for other 
annual operating costs which includes drugs, 
medical and dental supplies, blood and blood 
products and other operating costs. Unless 
additional funds are forthcoming, over $70,-
000 in equipment replacement and acquisi
tions will be deferred to provide funds this 
year for pharmacy costs and prosthetics such 
as arms and legs for many returning Viet
nam veterans. Chandler also reported a de
ficiency of about $58,000 to cover the cost of 
placing veterans in private community nurs
ing homes who have received maximum hos
pital benefits at the Dallas hospital. Chand
ler said that an average daily community 
nursing home care load of 65 could have been 
maintained but that initial funding from 
VA Central Office allowed for only 48. 

Dr. Charles S. Livingston, Dire~tor of the 
700 bed hospital and 400 bed domiciliary at 
Temple reported FY 1970 deficiencies of al
most $216,500. $67,000 was needed to correct 
staffing deficiencies; $76,000 for other an
nual operating costs; and over $95,000 for 
maintenance and repairs of hospital facili
ties, equipment replacement, and new equip
ment acquisitions. Dr. Livingston also re
ported that funding provided to Temple for 
placing veterans in community nursing 
homes was far below needs. He said that an 
average daily community nursing care load 
of 64 could have been maintained but that 
his station was allotted initial funds for 
only 42. Over $88,000 in additional funds 
were needed to fully fund this program. 

Dr. Sam J. Muirhead, Director of the 130 
bed hospital in Amarillo, advised the Veter
ans Affairs Committee that unless he received 
additional FY 70 funding from VA Central 
Office it would be necessary for him to divert 
approximately $19,000 from maintenance and 
repair and equipment funds for hospital 
staffing, thus delaying long needed hospital 
repairs and equipment replacement and ac
quisitions. 

Bonham's Hospital Director, Glyndon M. 
Hague, reported a fiscal year deficiency of 
about $100,000. Hague indicated that he was 
short by approximately $60,000 in personnel 
funds and about $40,000 for other hospital 
operations. Hague reported that because of 
funding shortages it may be necessary to 
cancel plans to furnish a greater percentage 
of patients with fiame retardant pajamas 
during 1970 even though their usage was 
strongly advocated by VA Central Office for 
patients who smoke. Present VA instructions 
concerning maintenance and repair at hospi
tals require projects costing less than $5,000 
to be funded from station operating funds. 
This imposes an especially difficult problem 
for smaller VA hospitals such as Bonham, 
according to Hague. 

Dr. W. B. Hawkins, Director of the 1421 
psychiatric VA hospital at Waco reported 
$59,000 in operating deficiencies. He also re
ported he could have used an additional $85,-

000 to properly operate Waco's community 
nursing care program and another $18,000 to 
take care of needed dental care. Funding for 
the dental care program was almost ex
hausted by December 31, 1969 due to sub
stantially increased costs and the accelerated 
return of Vietnam veterans. 

The major concern at Waco is the deferral 
of the long-sought air-conditioning and hos
pital modernization project. Plans have been 
completed at a cost of approximately $380,-
000 and the 91st Congress appropriated $7.5 
million to fund the modernization plans even 
though the Adminfstration struck the Waco 
project from its revised budget submitted to 
Congress last April. Congress restored the cut 
but the project has been stalled because of a 
Nixon Executive Order to all Federal Depart
ments and Agencies to defer in Fiscal Year 
1970 federally financed construction projects 
by 75 % . 

Dr. Hawkins stated that in order to bring 
his staffing ratio more into line with minimal 
acceptable standards of 1 staff to each pa
tient, 46 additional full time permanent posi
tions were needed which would cost about 
$284,000 annually at current pay scales. All 
of these positions were listed as being "re
cruitable" at present pay scales. Two psy
chiatrists and 2 psychologists positions cost
ing over $64,000 annually were listed as being 
"non-recruitable." 

Director W. R. Byrd reported to the Veter
ans Affairs Committee that the primary de
fiency at Kerrville's 346 bed hospital was the 
shortage of $77,000 to fund the community 
nursing care program to care for veterans 
who have reached maximum hospital bene
fits and no longer need expensive hospital 
care. The hospital director indicated that it 
would have been possible to maintain a daily 
average of 17 more veterans in community 
nursing homes if funds had been provided 
for this purpose. 

The 222 bed Marlin hospital under the di
rectorship of Dr. Albert T. Hume reported 
that they had been denied funds to purchase 
a $11,600 Fluoroscopic Image Intensifier 
which was required for X-ray work in treat
ing intermediate and acute medical patients 
which are the predominate types of patients 
now treated at Marlin since the surgical 
service was moved to Temple. Optimum use 
of the community nursing care program 
would have required about $10,000 more. 

At Big Spring, V.A. Hospital Director Jack 
Powell reported that he could have used 
over $90,000 in additional funds during fiscal 
year 70 to place veterans in community nurs
ing homes at VA expenses who no longer need 
expensive hospital care. He recently received 
an additional allocation of $5,000 earmarked 
for this purpose but it may still be neces
sary for him to defer some transfers to nurs
ing homes in May and June of 1970. 

Funds have been appropriated by Con
gress to construct a new 750 bed hospital 
in San Antonio costing over $27,000,000. 
However, this project was also delayed by 
the Nixon Executive Order. Community lead
ers have been seeking a commitment from 
the Nixon Administration that funds for 
the San Antonio VA hospital will be re
leased in the coming year. The 1971 budget 
indicates that construction funds will be 
obligated. The proposed VA hospital was 
planned as a part of San Antonio's new 
international medical center to operate in 
conjunction with the new medical school 
which has begun operation. Another delay 
in the contract for the VA hospital will cause 
a serious problem for the new medical school. 

Dr. J. J. Novak, Director of the San Antonio 
VA Outpatient Clinic reported a dental fund 
shortage of almost $40,000 which is needed 
mostly to handle increased workloads for re
turning Vietnam veterans. The Clinic Direc
tor also reported staffing shortages for seven 
additional personnel costing approximately 
$100,000 annually. 

The Lubbock VA Outpatient Clinic Di-

rector, Dr. R. K. Hosman, also reported a 
shortage in dental funds amounting to 
$26,000. 

Chairman Teague emphasized that the 
Veterans Administration hospital system has 
long been considered among the best of gov
ernment-operated medical facilities. "VA has 
been doing an exceptionally good job in op
erating its medical program, but they are 
not able to keep up with greatly increased 
workloads and vast improvements which are 
being made in medical treatment and tech
nology under current funding and staffing 
formulas," Teague said. 

Teague cited statistics indicating that: 
In FY 70 VA will treat 780,487 patients--

38,000 more than it did in FY 66-with al
most 17,000 fewer hospital beds than were 
in operation in FY 66. 

In FY 70 outpatient visits will total about 
7,425,000 an increase of 1,243,000 over FY 66. 

VA provides some training for about half 
of the nation's 7,500 new docto~ which are 
graduated each year. 

VA employs 4 % of all doctors in the 
United States and is the world's largest em
ployer for more than 10 different medical 
professions-including nurses, clinical and 
counseling psychologists, dietitians, medical 
and psychiatric social workers, physical 
therapists, and occupational therapists. 

Conducts over 6,000 research projects cov
ering almost every field of medicine. 

Teague said that "The fine accomplish
ments which the VA medical system has 
achieved cannot be allowed to deteriorate so 
that they become a part of a second rate 
system." 

Some curtailment of VA funding and staff
ing has been blamed on the "war on infla
tion" Teague stated. "I take the position the 
Vietnam veteran has contributed enough 
when he fights the shooting war and that 
he should not be expected to fight the in
flation war also at the expense or his health," 
Teague said. "This nation has prided itself 
in its service to those who have borne the 
burden of battle. A bi-partisan attitude has 
long prevailed in Congress in the funding 
of an adequate medical program for Amer
ica's veterans, and in providing for the edu
cational and housing needs of returning serv
icemen. We in Congress of both parties have 
always acted in the belief that the finest 
medical care should be made available to 
those who served their country in uniform, 
and especially to those who returned home 
suffering wounds and service connected dis
abilities," Teague stated. 

"I do not intend to sit idly by and allow 
shortsighted policies to destroy a medical 
program that is absolutely necessary to care 
for America's veterans," Teague said, "and 
that's why we're conducting these hearings 
so we can make a determination if we are 
doing all that needs to be done to properly 
and promptly serve America's ex-servicemen." 

CRIME IN THE DISTRICT 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, to have printed in 
the RECORD the Washington Post's list of 
crimes committed in the District of 
Columbia yesterday. 

Although none of the following inci
dents may relate directly to any Mem
bers of Congress, unlike my insertion of 
2 days ago, all incidents have taken place 
within a geographical area under the 
jurisdiction of this body. 

Unfortunately, the remedies to this 
problem have been slow in forthcoming 
from Congress, and according to the U.S. 
Constitution, Congress is the only legis
lative body which can diminish the size 
of the following list. 

There being no objection, the list 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THREE CHARGED IN STOltE ROBBERY ATTEMP'! 

Two policemen staked out in a Palls 
Church 7-Eleven store arrested two of three 
men they said attempted to hold up the 
store Wednesday night, Falls Church police 
reported. 

The two policemen, stationed behind a 
door at th~ rear of the store at 201 S. Wash
ington St., said three men, one brandishing a 
revolver, entered the store at about 8:15p.m. 
While the gunman held the clerk at bay, 
another man went behind the counter and 
picked up the bills whose serial numbers had 
previously been recorded by police, accord· 
ing to the report. 

The officers said they then confronted the 
would-be robbers and apprehended two of 
them while the third escaped on foot. Police 
have impounded a 1967 Mustang, which they 
say the trio drove to the store. 

John Archie Tigney, 23, of White Post, Va., 
and Richard Hall Jr., 29, of 1430 L St. S.E., 
were charged with armed robbery and are 
being held in lieu of $25,000 bond each. 

Falls Church police said they have staked 
out stores throughout the city following a 
"rash of robberies" at High's dairy stores and 
7 -Eleven food stores this month. They 
added that Wednesday's arrests were the first 
that resulted from the recently instigated 
stake-outs. 

In other serious crimes reported by area 
police up at 6 p.m., yesterday. 

ASSAULTED 

Ruby Peterson, of Washington, was treated 
at Georgetown Hospital for injuries she suf· 
fered during an attempted robbery. She told 
police two men approached her as she was 
walking near her home in the 2800 block of 
29th Street NW, and one of them tried to 
grab her pocketbook from her hand. She 
said she began to scream and the other man 
struggled with her, threw her to the ground 
and fied with his companion. 

Rosa L. Macon, of 5400 7th St. NW, was 
treated at Washington Hospital Center for 
injuries she suffered when she was hit in the 
face by a man wielding an iron rod who 
attacked her about 3 a.m. yesterday in her 
apartment. 

VANDALIZED 

Classrooms at Douglas Junior High School, 
Pomeroy and Stanton Roads, SE, were ran
sacked sometime between 5 p.m. Feb. 20 and 
7 a.m. Feb. 24. 

FmES SET 

A fire classified as arson was reported about 
5:15 p.m. Wednesday at 1239 Talbert St. 
SE. 

A trash fire was started at noon yesterday 
in a basement storage room at 3631 Minne
sota Ave. SE. The fire caused sli?;ht damage 
to the property, which is owned by the 
Cafritz Co. 

STABBED 

Velma L. Davis, of 1862 Central Pl. NE, was 
admitted to Rogers Memorial Hospital for 
stab wounds she suffered about 7:25 p.m. 
Wednesday. She was stabbed in the leg dur· 
ing a fight in her home with a man armed 
with a knife. 

ROBBED 

Joe's Liquors, 1225 H St. NE, was held up 
about 7:20 p.m. Wednesday by two youths. 
One of them jumped up on the counter, 
pulled out a long-barreled pistol, and warned 
the clerk, Harry S. Kaplan, of Chevy Chase, 
"Don't move." The gunman then walked over 
to the cash register and ordered Kaplan tQ 
open it. After he took the money from the 
register, both youths searched Kaplan, then 
fled out the front door and escaped north 
on 13th Street. 

John A. Kirkpatrick, of Falls Church, was 
held up about 6: 15 Wednesday in the 1200 
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block of W Street NW, by two armed youths. 
One of them pointed a revolver at Kirkpatrick 
while the other one removed his watch and 
money. The pair then ordered him to get 
into his car. 

Michael Ralph Nelson, of Washington, a 
truck driver for the Canada Dry Corp., was 
robbed about 12:45 p.m. Wednesday while 
he was making a delivery in the 3500 block 
of Georgia Avenue NW, by a young man who 
threatened, "If you don't want to get hurt 
give me the money." Grabbing the cash from 
Nelson, the man made his escape. 

Karl's Cleaners, 6228 3d St. NW, was held 
up about 4:35p.m. Wednesday by two men, 
one displaying a gun, who told the clerk, 
"Give us the money." After she opened the 
register, both men scooped up the cash and 
:tled north on 3d Street. 

Daniel Lynwood Long, of Laurel, was held 
up by three youths who approached him 
from behind at 1st Street and Indiana Ave
nue NW. One of them grabbed Long around 
the neck and placed a sharp object in his 
back. The trio demanded money and, after 
removing the bills from Long's wallet, re
turned it to him and fied. 

Janice Snow, of Washington, was held up 
about 4:10a.m. Wednesday in an apartment 
building in the 1400 block of N street NW., 
where she was talking in the lobby to an
other resident of the building. Two youths, 
one brandishing a pistol, entered the lobby, 
took Miss Snow's money and ran out the 
front door. 

Louis J. Jones, of Washington, was treated 
at Washington Hospital Center for head in
juries he suffered when he was beaten and 
robbed about 5:15 a.m. Monday. Three men 
approached him at 14th and Shepherd Streets 
NW. and struck him over the head, knock
ing him unconscious. When Jones regained 
consciousness, he discovered his money had 
been taken from his pocket. 

High's dairy store, 1709 Kenilworth Ave., 
Beaver Heights, was held up by two young 
men who entered the shop about 4:40 p.m. 
Wednesday when the clerk was alone. One 
of the youths kept his gun in his pocket 
while his partner ordered the clerk to hand 
them the money. The employee handed them 
a paper bag full of cash and the pair fled 
on foot. 

Alice Winbush, of 1713 4th St. NW., was 
robbed about 7:45 p.m. Wednesday as she 
was standing in front of her home. A youth 
grabbed her pocketbook and ran west in an 
alley at the rear of the 400 block of R Street 
NW . . 

Fannie E. Randolph, of Washington, was 
held up about 9:30 p.m. Wednesday by two 
youths who confronted her while she was 
walking in the 1000 block of Spring Road 
NW. One of them held a knife at Miss Ran
dolph's throat and said "Give me your .•• 
purse." Taking the bag containing $3, the 
pair fied on foot. 

John W. Jones, of Washington, was held 
up about 9:50 p.m. Wednesday in the 1200 
block of 6th Street NE, by two young men, 
one wielding a razor. The armed man held 
his weapon on Jones, released his dog on 
him, and took bills from his coat pocket. The 
pair fied into an alley in the middle of the 
street. 

STOLEN 

A total of $700 in cash was stolen between 
2 and 7 a.m. Wednesday from the wallets of 
two men, registered at the Statler-Hilton 
Hotel, 1001 16th St. l'"W'. Pedro Cubillo, of 
Universidad Catolice de Santiago, reported 
$450 stolen from his wallet. At the same time, 
$250 was taken from Loor Oscar, of Washing
ton. 

Three overcoats, a suede jacket and 18 
men's suits, with a total value Of $2,000, 
were stolen between 1 and 4:30p.m. Wednes
day from Aposto1os Condos, when his apart
ment at 1410 26th St. NW. was burglarized. 

Five rolls of building cable, 20 boxes of in
sulated wire and 1,000 pounds of copper 
tubing, with a total worth of $700, and a 
1963 Ford truck were stolen sometime be
fore 8 a.m. Wednesday from Dicken's Sur
plus, 1810 Bladensburg Rd. NE. 

A leader-backhoe combination with an 
estimated value of between $10,000 and 
$15,000 was stolen last December from a. con
struction site in Hybla Valley, on U.S. Rte 1 
in Fairfax County. The Adams-Douglas ex
cavating firm, owner of the equipment, is 
offering a $1,000 reward for its return. 

An electronic calculator, a transcribing 
unit, a tape recorder and a record player, with 
a total value of $1,844, and a. 1966 Pontiac be
longing to Mike Parker, of Oxon Hill, were 
stolen between 8:30a.m. and 4 p.m. Wednes
day while the car was parked at 23d and 
Savanah Sts. SE. 

NORTH CAROLINA HOLDUP CHARGED TO THREE 
MEN HERE 

Metropolitan police Wednesday night ar
rested three Chicago men suspected of hold
ing up a North Carolina Western Union of
fice after a Northwest Washington hotel 
clerk reported the "suspicious behavior" of 
a trio in the hotel lobby, police said. 

The clerk at the Harrington Hotel, 11th 
and 3 Streets NW, called police about 10:15 
p.m. The officers found one of the men in 
the lobby had a gun and spotted another 
one attempting to hide a bag in the lobby 
phone booth, police said. They said the 
bag contained wallets belonging to two 
employees of a New Bern, N.C., Western 
Union office and Western Union money orders. 

Interrogating the three men, police dis
covered they had just arrived from New 
Bern. They said descriptions of the men 
matched a trio that had held up a. Western 
Union office in New Bern earlier Wednesday. 

Washington police charged Lawrence 
Stepney, 28, with possession of an unregis
tered gun and carrying a dangerous weapon. 
Charles Hampton, Jr., 22, and Hoyle L. 
Starks Jr., 23, were both charged with re
ceiving stolen property. 

Police in New Bern have mailed fugitive 
warrants charging the three suspects with 
armed robbery in connection with the West
ern Union holdup, police here said. 

In other area court and police actions 
reported by 6 p.m. yesterday. 

ARRESTED 

Tasker Stowes, 56, of 2804 14th St. NW, 
was charged with keeping and selling whis
key without s. license and possession of an 
unregistered pistol after a morals division 
raid at his basement apartment at 7 a.m. 
yesterday. Police officers said they seized a 
.38 caliber pistol and 38 half-pints of whis
key. 

Frank Jones, 56, of 418 2d St. NW, and 
Joe Cramer, 65, of 417 Richardson Pl. NW, 
were arrested at 8 a.m. yesterday during a 
raid at Cramer's apartment. Cramer was 
charged with keeping and selling whiskey 
without a license. Jones was charged ~th 
keeping and selling without a license, carry
ing a dangerous weapon (a. gun) and pos
session of an unregistered revolver. 

Charles C. Foreacre, 34, of 25 N. Donnelson 
St., Alexandria, was arrested Tuesday night 
and charged with procuring for prostitution 
last June 4. He is accused of operating a 
four-girl prostitution ring from the Colony 
Steak House restaurant, 9908 Lee Hwy., Fair
fax, where he is the manager. Forea<:re, who 
was released on $2,500 bond, will have a pre
liminary hearing on the felony charge on 
March 14 in Fairfax Municipal Court. 

Robert H. Schleeper, 24, of 6156 Wilson 
Blvd., Arlington, was charged with Statu
tory burglary after Alexander police said 
he was cilscovered fleeing from a breakin 
at the Copeland Co., 512 N. Pitt St., Alexan
dria, at 5:50 p.m. Wednesday. Police saJ.d the 
owner, Theodore Christensen, discovered a 
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window in a door broken and an electric 
typewriter and an adding machine placed 
near the door. Christensen said he saw a man 
running from the scene. 

Keith Luke DeMarr, 18, of 616 Piscataway 
Rd., Clinton, Michael Richard Claggue, 22, 
and Cecelia Louise Russell, 18, both of !3487 
Rochelle Ave., District Heights, were charged 
with robbery in the theft of a coat and $5 
from a youth who was given a ride in the 
4600 block of St. Barnabas Road about 8 
p.m. Tuesday. Prince George's County police 
said the 15-year-old told them he was hitch
hiking when two men and a women stopped 
and offered to drive him to Oxon Hill Plaza, 
Instead they drove him to a gravel pit in 
the 8500 block of Temple Road where they 
robbed him and forced him to get out of the 
car. 

A CALL FOR MORE OCEANIC 
EDUCATION 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, Mrs. Helen 
Delich Bentley, Chairman of the Federal 
Maritime Commission, last week made 
a speech on the vital importance of 
oceanic education to our Nation. 

Speaking at a Navy League sympo
sium, she deplored the fact that Amer
ica has drifte<i away from her early mar
itime history. As a result, this Nation's 
security and economic prosperity are 
both suffering adversely. 

In Mrs. Bentley's view, what the 
United States needs is a "new order of 
knowledge and vision" of the potential 
for prosperity offered by the oceans. 

In discussing the subject of oceanic 
education, Mrs. Bentley combined her 
firm grasp of the maritime subject with 
a graphic style befitting her writing 
background. Some excerpts follow: 

It is a paradox that our Nation--once a 
major seapower-in the past turned from the 
sea, while Russia-traditionally a land 
power-has turned to the sea. . . . 

We have become a nation land-locked in 
our thinking. I contend a radical shift in 
thinking to regain our perspective is a 
"must." ... 

Education provides the way to stake out 
our claims on the minds of young people .... 

All of our citizens-the young in particu
lar-must be attracted to the wealth and 
wonders held for us by the world's oceans .... 

Ecological commitment can provide edu
cational steerageway for exploration of the 
fascinating facets of the Seven Seas; its 
wealth, its channels of cultural communica
tion and its avenues of mounting profitable 
trade. 

Mrs. Bentley's call to the Nation for a 
renewed orientation toward the oceans is 
sorely needed. Her appeal underscores 
President Nixon's programs and pro
nouncements to strengthen the Ameri
can merchant marine. 

I join in supporting the administra
tion's program for a long-range, oceanic 
endeavor. As the Nation's only island 
State, Hawaii has a special concern for 
the maritime status of our country. The 
concern should be shared by Americans 
everywhere, for the destiny of the 
United States will surely be vitally af
fected by our concern for the present and 
future state of oceanic endeavors. 

I congratulate the District of Colum
bia Council, Navy League of the United 
States, for providing the symposium 
platform for Mrs. Bentley to deliver her 
remarks on oceanic education. 

The theme of the symposium, held on 

February 17 at the Sheraton Park Hotel, 
was "Wealth and the World Ocean." 
Keynoter was R. Buckminster Fuller, 
world renowned mathematician mariner 
and global strategist. 

A long list of speakers from Govern
ment, industry, and academic fields par
ticipated on various panels to explore the 
great potential for prosperity in the new 
maritime policy formulated by President 
Nixon last October 23. 

The Navy League deserves commenda
tion for its continued efforts to foster the 
broad spectrum of oceanic education and 
research in universities, colleges, and 
other institutions throughout the 
country. 

In her address to the Navy League 
symposium, Mrs. Bentley outlined a 
seven-point education program for the 
advancement of oceanic knowledge. 

I ask unanimous consent to have her 
remarks printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the remarks was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
OCEANIC EDUCATION-DYNAMIC KEY TO MARI

TIME PROGRESS 

(Remarks of Mrs. Helen Delich Bentley, 
Chairman, Federal Maritime Commission} 
It is a pleasure and privilege for me to 

have the opportunity to a.ppear before this 
important gathering of those interested in 
advancing our Nation's role in and O:'l. the 
world's oceans. 

The Navy League stands for a strong Amer
ica, morally, economically and internally. For 
years, the Navy League has stressed the doc
trine that in a free nation an informed public 
is indispensable to national security. 

Today President ~ixon stands before the 
world as a leader dedicated to peace. 

As a statesman and a World War II naval 
officer, the President understandably has un
dertaken a renewed orientation of the United 
States toward the oceans. The President's 
programs and pronouncement reveals him as 
a national leader who understands that 
American strength and American presence 
on the high seas, militarily and commercial
ly, is the only true course which the United 
States and the Free World must sail if we, 
and those who come after us, are to enjoy the 
fruits of world stability, strength and pros
perity. 

On October 23, 1969, President Nixon did 
something dynamic about maritime progress. 

On that date, in a message to the Congress, 
the President outlined a policy for the 
American Mercha-nt Marine. 

This Presidential policy pronouncement, 
long awaited by the American maritime 
community, provided, in the President's 
words, a program of both "challenge and 
opportunity." 

Today, I suggest to this gathering, that 
one of the great challenges that must re
sult from the President's maritime program 
makes it mandatory that all of us in a po
sition to do so educate the American public 
to a full realization of the significance of a 
long-range, vastly expanded oceanic endeav
or. This is so not only in regard to the Mer
chant Marine, but in all areas. Americans 
must come to know what oceanics can mean 
to the Nation. As a people we must be 
turned competitively seaward in quest of a 
better quality of global life. 

This is the process I term ocean educa
tion-which truly can be the dynamic key to 
all maritime progress. The seas we know will 
yield their bounty only in proportion to our 
vision, our boldness, our determination and 
our knowledge. 

A national commitment to stay on the 

high seas entails a; total commitment to 
oceanic education. Knowledge of the oceans 
is vital if we are to undertake the massive 
program called for by pressing problems that 
confront the Nation. Knowledge, and a 
wider understanding of the oceanic options 
are imperative in our serach for solutions in 
a volatile perplexing world characterized by 
swift change. 

The seas and ships have a strong and ro
mantic appeal. Whether we watch the thun
derous breakers built up by a strong north
easter, or the easy wash of the tide along a 
sandy beach on a still, moonlit night, or mar
vel as a new ship slides into the water, there 
is an intellectual excitement stimulated by 
the pursuit of the true oceanic understand
ing that sustains a great :.Aaritime power. 

Oceanic education offers a way to keep the 
United States in a strong posture of leader
ship. If education is, in fact, essential to 
growth and survival, then certainly our 
power must stem from knowledge. To gain 
this vantage point of knowledge, every Amer
ican child's education should be as thorough 
on the subjects of the seas as it is in the 
land and space environments, for the poten
tial of the oceans in the field of food, travel 
and power is limitless. 

Dr. Horace M. Kallen, the venerable phi
losopher, suggests: "There is a great need 
for school books on the oceans as a human 
condition." In his judgment, "Such books 
could be written for all levels of students to 
cover in growing depth the science, culture 
and economy of the oceans in the lives of 
people. They should develop interestingly 
the role of sea study and seafaring in the 
growth and upkeep of a society like our 
own." In Dr. Ka-llen's view, "It is important 
to talk to all people and to teach all the peo
ple; and not merely foster an association of 
special interest." 

I pray that all of us gathered here and the 
people of the United States will one day 
understand the wisdom of these words. 

Pacing the decks of the Manhattan, as we 
sailed through the ice-packed Northwest 
Passage on our historic voyage, I felt the full 
excitement of a true pioneer, realizing how 
much we can do and discover, if we really 
address ourselves to progress at sea. Realizing 
the nearly limitless field for develop':lent, in 
itself is adventurous. I am confident, with 
our abiding conviction of an oceanic destiny, 
we will rise to the challenge. The impact 
already achieved by the containership revolu
tion is ·a tribute to American ingenuity and 
reinforces my confidence and conviction in 
the area of the Merchant Marine. 

But the problem is broader. 
Obviously, if we are to realize the potential 

for prosperity offered by the oceans for the 
United States-if we are to revitalize our 
merchant fleet and regain a preeminent posi
tion on the world's oceans-we need a new 
order of knowledge and vision. Every citizen 
must gain a feel for the oceans, similar to 
that of the inhabitants of island countries, 
such as England and Japan. To use the seas, 
we must know the seas. The oceans must be 
in our mind and in our blood, and we must 
be comfortable in its environment. 

The American people have to know what 
the oceans mean to them, what maritime 
power means to them in terms of their safety 
and their solvency. Only through knowledge 
of the sea and its import for the future can 
the creative ideas of our populace be kindled 
to progressive effort on the oceans. 

Recently undertaken studies show that 
for the remainder of the 20th century a cen
tral maritime concept must guide the polit
ical, economic and military actions of the 
United States. 

The security and prosperity of the United 
States and its allies depend increasingly on 
the political, economic and military ability 
of this Nation to dynamically employ the 
world's oceans. 
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But America has long since drifted away 

from its early maritime heritage. We have 
become a nation 18J1.d-locked in our thinking. 

I contend a radical shift in thinking to 
regain our perspective is a "must". 

I am sure I need not dwell on the time
liness of this Oceanic-Maritime Symposium 
that brings us together today to stimulate 
our intellects. 

At Phoenix I reminded the leadership of 
the Navy League of how fortunate the Nation 
is to have at its command the brilliant naval 
leadership of Admiral Thomas Moorer as its 
Chief of Naval Operations. Impressive today 
is the star-studded cast of American mari
time leaders participating in this educational 
exercise that seeks a nautical design for fu
ture prosperity through greatly expanded 
oceanic enterprise. What impresses me also 
are the new names and faces attracted to 
this watery arena of disciplined give and 
take. 

The experienced hold the repository of 
oceanic understanding, but all of our citi
zens-the young in particular-must be at
tracted to the wealth and wonders held for 
us by the world's oceans. 

Education provides the way to stake out 
our claim on the minds of young people. 
Within the classrooms of this Nation more 
of our students must be figuratively plunged 
into the world of water. 

Ecological commitment can provide educa
tional steerage-way for exploration of the 
fascinating facets of the Seven Seas; its 
wealth, its channels of cultural communica
tion and its avenues of mounting profitable 
trade. 

At the outset of this decade, the economic 
opportunities available to the United States 
through the expansion of world trade and 
resource exploitation are unprecedented. Ex
panding U.S. world trade offers opportunities 
to achleve a favorable gold flow and to meet 
the needs of an exploding population and a 
swift-moving industry. The national econ
omy can be stimulated throughout the fifty 
states with the provision of incentives-for 
labor and management alike--to compete for 
their fair share of the world shipping and 
shipbuilding market. 

The creation of vast job opportunities 
throughout expanding world trade and over
seas markets can benefit a broad cross-section 
of our citizens. 

But the seas are a tough taskmaster. For 
those who sail them-whether an individual 
or a nation-the exacting environment calls 
for a competitive instinct, as well as a 
weather eye. Since maritim~ affairs are not 
conducted in a vacuum, knowledge of the 
competition is essential. 

And who is our prime competitor both on 
the seas of the future, and for the minds 
of men? Russia. 

The thing that impresses me the most, 
in looking at the over-all Soviet maritime 
set-up, is the modernity and vigor of their 
maritime-industrial base. They, unquestion
ably, recognize tha.t a modern, vigorous 
maritime-industrial base is the very founda
tion of a nation's strength upon the seas. 

I am struck by the degree of government
level coordination that exists in the Soviet 
Government--a coordination of all maritime 
assets in furtherance of national objectives. 

There is great momentum in the Russians' 
program for the oceans-not only in the area 
of their Navy, but in all other maritime 
areas; merchant marine, fishing industry, 
oceanography and, above all, education per
taining to the sea. 

Soviet maritime assets are coordinated at 
the governmental level in continuous sup
po~t of foreign policy in spearheading the 
Kremlin drive for world supremacy. 

It is a paradox that our Na~on---once a 
major seapower-in past years turned from 
the sea, wbile Russia--traditionally a land 
power-bas return to the sea.. 

At the time of the Cuban confrontation, 
the Soviets paid "through the nose" for the 
lack of merchant sea power, and were forced 
to charter the ships of other nations for 
their Cuban adventure. But Cuba. taught 
the Soviets a lesson, and from that day for
ward they have concentrated on building 
Red seapower in all its aspects. 

That's education! 
Since that date, from about 5 million tons 

of merchant shipping, they have risen to 
12 mlllion, and they are continuing to build 
at a rate of about one million tons a year. 
Russian officials themselves boast that by 
1975 they will have achieved 16.5 to 18 mil
lion tons of new merchant shipping. They 
speak of the profits made by their ships in 
trade with the world. They speak of the for
eign ports they enter and boast of the fact 
that their seamen serve as ambassadors to 
other countries, cementing friendship for 
Russia and advancing the Communist view 
among people of foreign lands. 

They speak of flying their flag in world 
ports and the prestige it brings to the USSR. 
They speak of the use of their swift, stream
lined ships in developing trade ties with new 
and older nations alike. 

What they do not speak of publicly-but 
what has become evident to maritime na
tions-is the extent to which modem, newly 
constructed Russian ships have now begun 
to undercut world shipping rates in competi
tion with the ships of other nations. 

Russian ships have entered third-flag 
trade--never touching Russian ports-be
tween Japan and Canada, undercutting 
American-flag and other national shipping 
between Japan and the West Coast of the 
United States. In doing so, they provide a 
perfect example of the use of seapower as 
a key instrument of national policy. 

We are observing a nation-to-nation con
frontation in the maritime arena. 

As plain as the facts seem to all of us who 
have a weather eye fixed on the situation, we 
have not convinced more Americans that it 
is a bona fide Soviet intention to "bury us at 
sea". 

All of us must resolve, as the 1970's dawn, 
to tell it to the American people and to tell 
it "like it is". Here, based on your impres
sive records, the Navy League can make a 
major maritime contribution. The key con
sideration is oceanic education and public 
knowledge. 

I am hopeful that, through broadening 
educational endeavor, we shall be able to 
mobilize our valuable resources in time to 
cope with any mounting Soviet threat, both 
on the sea and benee.th its surface--naval, 
merchant shipping, fishing, oceanography 1n 
its widest sense. 

Subsequent to World War II we lost touch 
as a nation, with maritime matters; and otJ 
heritage of the seas. We must regain our his
toric perspective as we project our future as 
a nation dedicated to the proposition that 
we will maintain ourselves as a global sea
power. 

Let me try to summarize what I believe: 
Happily, if I read the barometer correctly, 

a great wave of change is in the making. The 
United States, at long last-with the Viet 
Nam lesson of sealift clearly etched in our 
minds-is, with the President's prounce
ment, moving forward. The route requires 
patience and persistence, but, above all, de
termination in the educational process. 

To get on with the magnitude of effort 
that is indicated, I suggest the following 
seven educational steps toward the advance
ment of oceanic knowledge: 

First, I urge the fullest development of the 
yeo-economics of the oceans, as this Sym
posium has recognized and responded to with 
central attention. The economic understand
ing of the seas is fundamental to our future 
endeavor. 

Second, more of our institutions of learn-

ing must focus direct and discerning Miten
tion on national maritime policy. 

• • * • • 
Third, the study of global geography must 

get far more attention in the curricula of 
American students than has previously been 
accorded, for more and more we must think 
of the world as an entity in our new under
taking at sea. Rapid and long-range weapons 
of mass destruction are pulling the world 
closer together as a strategic shrinkage of 
the globe occurs. 

Fourth, there is a pressing need, as the 
Navy League has observed with rare discern
ment, to establish centers of mariti me stud
ies--centers of oceanic advancement-
throughout the country. All oceanic educa
tion is innovative. The approach should 
never be compartmented, it must be an in
terdisciplinary endeavor from the outset. To 
spur this new order of maritime thinking 
there should be the creation of collegia of 
oceanic advancement on the many campuses 
of the land that interrelate the studies that 
cover our seagoing activity. 

The fifth step is the encouragement of 
literary effort pertaining to the oceans. 
Whether we recognize the fact or not, our 
educational process commences with the 
written word and far too few of the talented 
American writers, to date, have addressed 
themselves to the oceans of the world. As 
part of the educational process, I believe 
major consideration must be given to bolster
ing the body of writers who understand the 
seas and can interpret the problems and 
potential of the oceans for the American 
people. 

Through the incentives available to us, we 
must gain the attention of the gifted writers 
who can bring the importance of the sea 
home to future generations of Americans. 

Obviously, I feel strongly about the literary 
area of maritime neglect, for I feel our fail
ure to grasp the significance of the seas has 
been a function of not having the books, the 
articles, the editorials-yes, the news 
stories-that compel the maritime motiva
tion needed in these United States. 

Sixth, unquestionably, there is a very com
pelling need for the oceanic educational 
foundation projected by the Navy League 
to support the advancement of all studies 
and research related to ocean endeavor. 

A strong foundation that can foster a.n 
ever-increasing intellectual attention to the 
problems and potential of the ocealll> will 
fill a decided national need. The requirement 
is of crucial importance to the future of 
America. 

Seventh, is the summary of my talk today. 
Programs of oceanic education must be 
instituted and pursued at every intellectual 
level within our system to regain the knowl
edge and understanding of the seafaring na
tion that the United States must become to 
retadn its world leadership and to regain its 
competitive position on the world's oceans. 
Maritime research must be given the same 
high priority as that accorded the aerospace 
industry to build the modern, competitive 
sbips required by the 21st century. 

The timeliness of these seven educational 
steps in aooentuated by the urgent defense 
and domestic probletm; now confronting the 
President and the Nation. The compelling 
realities of today require that we maintain 
the best possible seapower defense with low
profile programs within the realistic limits 
of our national budget. We must learn to do 
more with less, make the best possible use 
of our assets, military and non-military. 

The job which lies ahead can be done only 
through team work-the Government-Labor
Management team. Bound together in a 
community of inter~t. each member, doing 
b1s full share, we must not only rebuild 
for the United States a major Merchant Ma
rine and an unequalled Navy, but we must 
develop an intensive effort to harvest from 
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the tea its bounty of food, its minerals, 11:8 
veritable untouched wealth. It is a wealth 
that is self-reneWing-a. wealth of natural 
resources that lies beneath the seas for the 
taking! 

THE THREAT OF UNRESTRICTED 
IMPORTS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have today 
written to President Nixon asking that he 
use the power of his office to have volun
tary quotas set on imports of rubber
soled canvas shoes and waterproof foot
wear. 

This was done because the seriousness 
of the injury to domestic industry and 
workers of increased imports is being 
brought home to us again by the threat
ened closing of Uniroyal's Naugatuck, 
Conn., footwear plant. 

This plant has served the area for 143 
years and has met much of the country's 
need for its product. Now it may be forced 
out of existence, leaving economic trag
edy in its wake. 

If this tragedy were an isolated case, 
confined to one small community, per
haps local remedies could be found. But 
too many of our old established manu
facturing plants have either given up the 
fight against the rising tide of imports 
from countries with low overhead costs 
or will be forced to in the future. 

The dangers in allowing this situation 
to continue should be apparent to us all. 
If preserving the tradition of the small 
New England manufacturing community 
is not sufficient reason for taking action, 
then the threat of economic chaos for a 
region of the country as large as New 
England should be. 

I sincerely hope that the President will 
take immediate action to help out in this 
situation, and I also hope that the Senate 
will act on legislation to make the escape 
clause and adjustment features of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 workable. 
we must be able to devise a way of in
vestigating and handling problems of im
port competition so as to avoid disloca
tions to firms and workers such as is 
threatened in Naugatuck. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of my letter to the President be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Many small New Eng
land industrial communities, which at one 
time played such a. large role in filling the 
economic needs of the people of this coun
try, face extinction because of the fiood of 
low-cost imports coming into this country. 

I write to you at this time about Nauga
tuck, Connecticut, a. community of approx
imately 23,000 persons located just outside 
the City of Waterbury. Some 4,000 workers 
in Uniroyal's Naugatuck Footwear Plant Me 
threatened with the loss of their jobs, be
cause, after 143 years in the area, Uniroyal 
can no longer meet the competition from 
imports coming in from countries with low 
production and labor costs. 

This threatened closing would be a.n eco
nomic tragedy for the Naugatuck Valley area., 
for Connecticut, for New England, a.nd for 
the nation. As you know, other plants which 
have served the country well for many years 

have also been forced to close in recent years 
for similar reasons. 

Because this situation does have implica
tions for the national economic welfare as 
well as for Connecticut industry and workers, 
I ask that you use the power of your office in 
an effort to prevent the closing of this plant. 

Specifically, I respectfully request that you 
encourage the nations involved to meet and 
set voluntary quotas on the imports of foot
wear which are doing so much injury to do
mestic footwear manufacturers and workers. 

Thank you for your consideration of this 
urgent matter. 

With all best wishes. 
THOMAS J. DODD, 

U.S. Senator. 

STUDENT CRIME AND VIOLENCE 
Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, student 

crime and violence is back in the news. 
The nights of arson and violence and 

rioting around the Santa Barbara cam
pus of the University of California indi
cate that the wave of ca,mpus terrorism 
has not crested in this country. 

Some persons have suggested that 
campus violence is a thing of the past. 
Persons who think this are allowing 
their wish to be father to their thoughts. 

The Santa Barbara students have de
stroyed a building and injured police 
officers. Their explosion of violence coin
cided with a visit to the campus by Wil
liam Kunstler, the chief defense attor
ney in the Chicago conspiracy trial. 

Mr. Kunstler, who faces _.. long jail 
term as a result of his shocking court
room behavior, told the students that 
he would not condemn their random 
violence. 

Fortunately, Mr. Kunstler's powers in 
the State of California do not extend be
yond the power to incite violence by 
pandering to young extremists. 

Fortunately, Governor Reagan of Cal
ifornia has acted swiftly and sternly to 
restore order to the troubled community. 

Mr. President, I hope that Governor 
Reagan's actions will serve as a model for 
other officials when they are con
fronted-as they surely will be-by the 
senseless violence of campus extremists. 

Further, I hope that Congress will re
main alert to the problem of campus vio
lence. If the level of violence rises when 
the warm weather arrives this spring, 
then Congress may be forced to recon
sider its decision to leave university of
ficials exclusively in charge of coping 
with campus disorders. 

I hope this will not be necessary. But 
university officials must understand 
that they hold positions of trust. They 
are entrusted with great national re
sources-our institutions of higher edu
cation-and the Government cannot 
tolerate tardy or insufficient defense of 
these institutions. 

DISTINGUISHED SERVICE BY MAR
SHAL F. M. WILSON OF WESTERN 
MISSOURI 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, F. M. 

Wilson, of Platte City, U.S. marshal for 
the western district of Missouri, recently 
resigned the position which he had held 
since 1961. 

Mr. Wilson was the first U.S. marshal 
to be appointed by President Kennedy 

and the first to be reappointed by Presi
dent Jolmson. He served in that position 
in western Missouri longer than any 
other man, and he served in a manner 
that won him recognition as one of the 
outstanding marshals in the country. 
There can be no doubt that F. M. Wilson 
will continue to serve his community, 
State, and Nation in his future endeav
ors. He provides a model of civic duty 
and conscientious service to the citizens 
of Missouri. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
editorial entitled, "Marshal Wilson of 
Western Missouri," published in the 
Kansas City Times of February 24, 1970. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MARSHAL WILSON OF WESTERN MISSOURI 

In nearly a decade as United States mar
shal for the Western district of Missouri F 
M. Wilson looked a.t the Widest spectrum' of 
America in the 1960s. His deputies were 
present at school integration confrontations 
in the South, demonstrations by the Black 
Panthers in Kansas City, the recent Chicago 
trial and events that surrounded the Min
utemen. Wilson's men ranged far and wide 
as they were called in for special service. 

Now, F. M. Wilson, a Democrat, is succeed
ed by John T. Pierpont, Jr., a Republican. 
Such change is the nature of the job which 
is held a.t the pleasure of the President. Wil
son was appointed by John F. Kennedy and 
re-appointed by Lyndon B. Johnson. John 
Pierpont is the Republican nominee of Rich
ard M. Nixon. As Wilson ha.s said, he came 
in through the political system and he leaves 
by the political system. Before his appoint
ment, Wilson was known as a strong, par
tisan Democrat. As marshal, he kept a 50-50 
balance of Republicans and Democrats in 
office. He leaves many friends in the federal 
courthouse where he has been a courteous 
man in the halls of that building and a firm, 
disciplined executive who carried out his 
duties, often under extreme difficulties that 
really should have had nothing to do with 
the routine of the job. 

As an arm of the court, the marshal's of
fice handles 3,000 or more prisoners a. year 
(Wilson has done so without a.n escape); 
serves at least 5,000 papers annually (crim
inal and civil) a.nd sends men to a.ny part 
of the country where needed. 

William H. Becker, chief judge of the 
Western district, says that F. M. Wilson has 
been one of the outstanding marshals in 
the country. If he now moves to quieter 
pursuits and leaves the large responsibility 
of office to John Pierpont, Wilson can look 
back on a distinguished career in the midst 
of trying times. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE 
CARSWELL 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I take 
this opportunity to declare that it is my 
intention to vote to confirm the nomina
tion of Judge G. Harrold Carswell to the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

Judge Carswell has been nominated 
and confirmed as a U.S. district attorney. 

He has been nominated and confirmed 
to serve as a judge on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals. 

After a careful and thorough study of 
his record, the great majority of the 
Committee on the Judiciary has voted 
to report his nomination favorably. 

The American Bar Association has con-
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sidered his credentials and has endorsed 
his nomination. 

I believe he is qualified to serve on the 
Supreme Court. I believe his nomination 
should be confirmed. I believe it will be 
confirmed. 

A TEXAS STATE BIOLOGIST WARNS 
ABOUT PESTICIDES AND THE EN
vmoNMENT 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

the Dallas Morning News of February 14, 
1970, contained an interesting report of a 
committee hearing conducted by the 
Texas State Senate on Friday, February 
13, 1970. One of those who testified at 
this hearing was Mr. Ken Jurgens, of the 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. 
He spoke about the danger posed to the 
environment by excessive use of pesti
cide. 

Although use of pesticides has reduced 
the number of crop-destroying insects 
in my State and thus increased agricul
tural production, it has been revealed 
that these same substances accumulate 
in the bodies of fish, shellfish, and the 
animals who feed on them. Mr. Jurgens 
testified that there is an indication of a 
causal relationship between pesticides 
and dieoffs of fish and wildlife. 

Mr. President, I am very much con
cerned about this problem and I would 
like to share the information contained 
in this article with my colleagues. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article en
titled "Texas Pesticide Problem-Biolo
gist Sees Urgent Environmental Threat," 
from the February 14, 1970, edition of 
the Dallas Morning News, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TEXAS PESTICIDE PROBLEM-BIOLOGIST SEES 

URGENT ENVIRONMENTAL THREAT 
(By Stewart Davis) 

AUSTIN.-A state biologist told a legisla
tive committee Friday that widespread use 
of pesticides has created an urgent environ
mental problem in Texas. 

A dramatic decline in the number of 
spotted sea trout, for example, probably is 
caused by a high residue of pesticides in the 
marine life of Lower Laguna Madre, testified 
biologist Ken Jurgens, administrator of 
technical programs for the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department. 

Jurgen said an examination of Juvenile 
fish data revealed a~ much a~ 8 parts per 
million of DDT residue in the reproductive 
organs of the spotted sea trout. 

"The problem with persistent pesticides 
is their biological magnification in the food 
chain and their apparent e:!Iect on species 
reproduction and survival," Jurgens said. "It 
is entirely possible that cholorinated hydro
carbon pesticides will cause serious declines 
in fish and wildlife and, in some cases, spe
cies extinction could result." 

Jurgens related a drastic decrease in the 
number of juvenile sea trout which are 
spawned in the Lower Laguna Madre Marine 
Nursery ground adjacent to area~ of intense 
agricultural activity where pes,ticides are 
used. 

In 1964, biologists collected 30 juveniles 
per acre in routine monthly samplings con
sisting of 10 seine hauls, he said. 

Five years later, only 7 juvenile trout were 
collected in 15 acres, and it required 200 sam
pling e:!Iorts over, a period of two months to 
get this many, he added. 

Jurgens said a 5-year departmental study 
developed a conservative esti.tna.te that more 
than 170 million pounds of pestlcides are 
used in Texas each year, and the amount is 
increasing about 10 per cent to 12 per cent a 
year. 

Of -the 170 millli.on pounds used annually, 
89 per cent is used for agricultural purposes 
and 11 per cent is used for home and munici
pal purposes, Jurgens said. 

"Fortunately, about 84 percent of the 
pesticides used are less persistent types, such 
as the organophosphates and carbamates, 
which are not presently of great concern in 
causing environmental problems," said Jur
gens. 

"The remaining 16 per cent of the total 
pesticides used are persistent chlorinated hy
drocarbons and it is these which are causing 
serious problems," he said. 

Jurgens said depaTtmental studies in co
operation with federal research have shown 
that the oyster may contain residues up to 
70,000 time greater than the amount found 
in water. 

Random samples of fish-eating birds in
dicate unusually high residues of DDT, he 
said. 

For example, a peregrine falcon contained 
56 parts per million of DDT in the liver 
and over 8 parts per million in the brain, 
Jurgens said. · 

A white pelican contained 84 parts per 
m.illion in body flesh, 120 parts per million 
in the liver, 18 parts per million in the 
brain, 31 parts per million in the heart 
and 16 parts per million in the kidney, plus 
2 parts per million of Dieldrin, another pes
ticide. 

Asked whether these figures were accepted 
as a positive link between pesticides and 
dieoffs of fish and wildlife, Jurgens would 
only say they "indicate" a "causal relation
ship." 

He told committee chairman Criss Cole, a 
state senator from Houston, that objective 
experts could be obtained for further com
mittee hearings on pesticide pollution. 

Cole ordered Jurgens and representatives 
of other state departments to come up with 
facts and figures by Oct. 1 for the cost 
and proposed plan of action to put new 
emphasis on air and water pollution control. 

Cole asked the Texas Water Quality Board 
to report whether all state agencies are 
meeting the terms of their waste disposal 
permits, and if not, how much it will cost 
to do so. 

He also a~ked Air Control Board Executive 
Secretary Charles Barden to issue a re
minder that state agencies should inspect 
and maintain pollution-free exhaust sys
tems on state vehicles. 

Cole noted that he was involved in a 
cloud of black exhaust smoke while driving 
to the meeting from Houston. 

"We pulled alongside the truck to see 
the owner's name, and it had the state seal 
on the side," Cole remarked. 

METROMEDIA INTERVIEW OF
PRESIDENT NASSER 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, we are 
all deeply concerned about continuing 
tension in the Middle East. Having re
cently returned from a visit to Israel. 
Jordan, Kuwait, and Lebanon, I have 
been impressed with the urgency of ex
ploring all possible approaches to recon
ciliation between the opposing factions 
in this struggle. In this regard, it is im
portant that the precise position of each 
side that has been adopted in public dis
cussions be completely clear and a part 
of the record. To this end, I point out 
that President Nasser was recently in
terviewed by Metromedia Television 

News. I ask unanimous consent that the 
transcript of this interview be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the interview 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A CONVERSATION WITH PRESIDENT GAMAL 
ABDEL NASSER OF EGYPT 

(Interview conducted by Mr. Rowland Evans, 
Metromedia Television News, and Mr. Wil
liam Touhy, the Los Angeles Times, Feb. 
7-8, 1970) 

OPENING COMMENTS 
ROWLAND EVANS. The Sphinx was sculpted 

some 4,000 years ago and these pyramids of 
Giza were monuments to the Pharoahs of 
ancient Egypt, that fabulous kingdom of the 
Nile. Today a 20th century Pharoah sits not 
only at the head of his own country, but 
speaks, if any one Arab can, for the entire 
Arab world of 100 million people. Only a few 
miles from this spot bombs have been drop
ping . . . falling on the suburbs of Cairo, 
dropping from Israeli jets that are stationed 
just across the Suez Canal, only 60 to 65 miles 
distant. President Nasser and the Arab world, 
backed by the Soviet Union, are at war with 
the new State of Israel, which is fortified by 
arms from the United States, and that war 
is going very badly indeed for President 
Nasser and the Arabs. 

INTERVIEW 
REPORTER. President Nasser, may I ask you 

sir when your country Will be able to expel 
the Israelis from Egyptian Sinai Peninsula 
and re-establish your possession of that an
cient Egyptian land? 

NASSER. Well of course, I would like that to 
be tomorrow, you know, but occupation of 
our territories-almost now about three 
years-is not only about the Egyptian terri
tories in the Sinai Peninsula. It is also oc
cupation by the Israelis of the Western bank 
of the Jordan and the Golan Heights of 
Syria. This is really a big problem for us. 
After the occupation we accepted the United 
Nations Security Council resolution and we 
are Willing, of course, for a peaceful solution. 
Of course, as you know the main part of 
this resolution was the withdrawal of the 
occupying forces. Until now there has been 
no result. (Discussions with Gunnar Jarring) 
went on between the Arabs and the Israelis 
for about 18 months but the Israelis refused 
to express their point of view. They say only 
that they want to sit with the Arabs, so we 
have to mobilize our forces, we have to mo
bilize all our resources. It is not only our 
right to liberate the occupied territories of 
our country but I think it is our duty. I 
hope it will be very soon. 

REPORTER. I'm Rowland Evans. Sitting here 
with me in the Kuber Palace in Cairo inter
viewing President Nasser is Mr. William 
Touhy, the Middle East correspondent of the 
Los Angeles Times. Bill. . . . 

REPORTER. President Nasser, there are re
ports now circulating in Cairo and other 
world capitals that you recently visited the 
Soviet Union. I wonder whether you could 
tell us whether you did in fact visit the So
viet Union in the last two weeks, and if so 
what was the purpose of the visit? 

NASSER. Well, I don't know who was re
sponsible for the publication of such news. 
In fact we have continuous contact with the 
Soviet Union. You know the role of the So
viet Union in the Middle East and its prob
lems, but recently I hear about this news as 
you learned. 

REPORTER. Well sir, did you go to the Soviet 
Union? 

NASSER. I would like to go the Soviet Un
ion. I think the time is now good to go to 
the Soviet Union because of the escalation 
of 1;he war and the bombardments of the 
Israelis near Cairo. 
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Bn.L. But did you go within the last two 

weeks to Russia? 
NASSER. Well, I really .•.. I don't like to 

. . . Our position is now not to say yes or no 
about this question ..• We leave the specu
lation. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, the Israeli air 
force has actually penetrated deeply into 
your air space and has been bombing the 
suburbs of Cairo. Is it possible-do you have 
the capacity within your own air forces to 
retaliate today against the cities of Israel? 

NASSER. Now I want to tell you something. 
After the aggression and after the occupa
tion of our territories and after the destruc
tion of our armed forces, we tried to build 
up our armed forces again to defend our
selves and to defend our territory against 
any new aggression; but at the same time the 
Israelis were able to receive from the United 
States of America 88 Skyhawks and 50 
Phantoms, in addition to their armed forces 
and air force which were not heavily dam
aged during the war of 1967. We got, of 
course, some aeroplanes-we have bombers 
as you know-we can retaliate; we can at
tack-but still until now the Israelis have 
supremacy in airforce. Within a few days 
they were attacking Egypt, attacking Jordan, 
attacking Syria-at the same time using their 
airforce. 

REPORTER. But Mr. President, only recently 
an arrangement was made between France 
and Libya-which of course is a country 
very close to you in geography and In 
politics-and those Mirage planes that are 
going to go from France to Libya, shouldn't 
they give the United States and Israel a 
chance to make a similar exchange to keep 
Israel at the same level with the overall 
Arab power? 

NASSER. The problem is not the aeroplanes 
really. I want to tell you something. The 
problem which we feel here in the Arab coun
tries-not only here in Egypt-is the problem 
of pilots. In order to arrange to have pilots, 
you need three or four a year. We have 
more planes than pilots and it Ls well known 
and published throughout the world. The 
Israelis have the facilities-they can bring 
pilots from America, from France, from South 
Africa-all emigrating as Jews. We can't do 
that. 

REPORTER. Well, President Nasser, how long 
do you think it would take for the Libyan 
alrforce to make use of these Mirage planes? 

NASSER. According to my information they 
will not receive any aeroplanes this year 
1970. Next year they will receive, I think at 
the beginning about 8 planes, according to 
the arrangement of the pilots-they don't 
have any pilots also-they don't have 100 
pilots ... So they will have next year 8 
planes, after that in '72 and '73 they will 
have the rest of the aeroplanes so there is 
big publicity according to the balance of 
power In the areas because of the French 
Libyan deal. I think it Ls nonsense because 
Libya will not receive any planes this year 
and during the first 6 months of next year 
they will receive 8 planes. The Israelis have 
received 88 Skyhawks, 50 Phantoms and now 
they are waiting for another 50 Phantoms 
from the United States. The Israelis have 
two pilots for every aeroplane, they have 
more pilots, they have 50 pilots in France 
waiting for Mirages but the Arabs don't have 
pilots, so the Israelis have air security and 
air supremacy. They say that plainly they 
attack all the Arab countries at once. 

REPORTER. What will Egypt's position be, 
Mr. President, if President Nixon decides to 
sell Israel 50 more Phantoms? This decision 
will be made within the next 30 days. 

NASSER. Well I think the answer is very 
simple. We will try by all means with the 
Soviet Union to help us in that connection 
because if they continue to have air suprem
acy and control of the skies-not only of 
Israel but of the other Arab countries-they 
will not try to adopt peaceful solutions. Why 

adopt peaceful solutions as long as they can 
have bombers and pilots? 

REPORTER. Have you recently asked the 
Soviet Union for any more mllitary aid or 
anti-aircraft aid? 

NASSER. Well, of course, we have asked the 
Soviet Union for such aid since the 1967 
war until now. 

REPORTER. Mr. President do you have any 
plans or does the Egyptian airforce have any 
plans to retaliate in kind against Israel. 
Israeli planes are now bombing within a few 
miles of Cairo. Egyptian planes have never 
yet bombed within the original Israeli 
border. Do you have any plans to retaliate 
against the Israelis? 

NASSER. I can tell you only one thing, we 
can retaliate. The question is a decision. Un
til now we don't have a decision to retaliate, 
but we have to study it. 

REPORTER. President Nasser, one more ques
tion on this whole business of the Israeli 
attacks. Is it possible to get the kind of 
equipment from the Soviet Union-8AM m 
sites, the latest models for instance of the 
surface to air missile that could in fact con
trol the kind of penetration that is now going 
on by Israeli aircraft. Is it physically possible 
to do that? They come in very low. 

NASSER. Well, I think it is possible. 
REPORTER. And this would depend on 

whether you could make arrangements with 
Moscow to get the latest models of the anti
aircraft missiles. Is that a fair statement? 

NASSER. Yes, of course. Well you know, from 
1967 we are trying to get more developed 
equipment from the Soviet Union, but of 
course these talks were dependent to a great 
ex ~ent abo:1t the activities of the other 
side ... I mean Israel. Now as long as the 
Israelis come in on low fiylng attacks and 
attack targets in Cairo and Upper Egypt, and 
also attack civilian targets-not only military 
targets. Last week in Maadi there was a school 
very near to the barracks which were at
tacked. I think it will be very logic that the 
Soviets give us the best air defense. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, on the broader 
war and peace question-is it conceivable 
today do you think that this whole area 
could again become embroiled in a more or 
less major war such as the Six Day War and 
such as the 1956 war? 

NASSER. Well as long as the Israelis occupy 
and continue to occupy Arab territories
and as I said almost about 3 years have 
gone by since, well I think it is our duty 
to liberate the occupied territory, not only 
our right as I say. So they want cease
fire. What is the meaning of ceasefire? 
The meaning of ceasefire is consent from 
the Arab people to Is.rael to continue the 
occupation of the Arab territory and they 
want to stay on in the Suez Canal as was 
said to you with your interview with the 
Israeli Prime Minister. They say that the 
other alternative of being on the Suez Canal 
will be in Cairo. We have to fight really to 
defend ourselves than we have to fight to 
liberate our occupied territory, so I cannot 
see any alternative to a peaceful solution ac
cording to the United Nations resolution
that Ls withdrawal. 

REPORTER. Well, Mr. President, supposing 
Israel announced tomorrow that she is pre
pared to withdraw from the occupied terri
tories, would you then be prepared to make 
an undertaking guaranteeing Israel's sover
eignty, guaranteeing her right to exist in the 
Middle East as a state; guaranteeing her 
passage to the Suez Canal and the Gulf o:f 
Aquaba? 

NASSER. Well I want to tell you some
thing. There was no declaration from Is
rael ... but we have fulfilled all what you 
have said now, all those guarantees. All that 
was said to Jarring when he was here, we 
said that we agree about the implementation 
for the UN Security Council resolution, the 
sovereignty, the right to live, the right of 
passage in waterways ... all these points in 

the Security Council ... I have it here in my 
pocket . . . I r.an tell you these points. . . • 
You know these points-but there was no 
single point !ram Israel that they agree 
about the implementation or the Security 
Council resolution. They thought they'd 
look to the Security Council resolution as 
an agenda for negotiation-this is not the 
Sacurity Council resolution. 

REPORTER. President Nasser, Premier Meir 
keeps saying that she simply wants, and 
Israel wants, to sit down and talk to you .... 
That negotiations can be worked out. What 
objection do you as the leader of the Arab 
world have to sitting down to some political 
negotiation for settlement? 

NASSER. You know I read this interview 
with Mrs. Meir. Mrs. Meir said that she wants 
to sit down with me and other Arab leaders 
without any preconditions. When you said 
in the interview that you had to declare 
about the intention of withdrawal from the 
occupied territories, she said no ... She 
will sit with the Arabs without any condi
tions: this means for us that we sit with 
Mrs. Meir after the occupation of 20 per cent 
of Egyptian territory by Israel, after occu
pation of 70 per cent of Jordan and after 
the occupation of part of Syria. They will be 
in a very strong position, we will be in a 
very weak one. This means for us that we 
go for unconditional surrender. When we 
look over all our history those who went 
to sit with the invaders while they occupied 
their territories, they went only accepting 
one condition-unconditional surrender. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, what about in
direct talks? Are you willing to engage in 
indirect talks with the Israelis while they 
stm occupy part of the Arab state's territory? 

NASSER. We agreed about that by accept
ing the UN resolution by the Security Coun
cil of November 1967. I'll tell you some
thing-there were indirect talks going on 
by Gunnar Jarring for 18 months. He put 
questions to us asking about our point of 
view according to the implementation of the 
Security Council resolution. We answered 
every question. We said that we accept the 
sovereignty of Israel, the right of Israel to 
live, the right of passage through water
ways at all points but Israel refused. Israel 
said that they looked to the resolution as 
agenda and they want to sit for direct ne
gotiations, so there were indirect negotia
tions going on for about 18 months without 
an answer. Then Jarring said that he had 
nothing to do and left and now he is in 
Moscow. 

REPORTER. But Mr. President it was my 
understanding that your foreign minister, 
Mr. Riad, made an agreement I believe with 
Mr. Rogers at the UN last year on the Rhodes 
formula which was, of course, the formula 
which led to the negotiations which set up 
Israel as a state. Is it your position now Sir, 
that you would in fact engage in Rhodes 
type negotiations? · 

NASSER. Well really I want to correct some
thing: there was no agreement between our 
Foreign Minister and the US Foreign Min
ister about Rhodes Formula. You know the 
Rhodes formula-! don't know from where 
they brought this term Rhodes formula
this was going on in 1949 on the island of 
Rhodes. Well, something took place through 
the Arab representative in New York, the 
representatives of all the Arab countries in 
New York, the representative of the Big Four 
Powers in New York, of Israel in New York, 
o:f Gunnar Jarring in New York, U Thant in 
New York-and those were going on. Well 
why do they insist about the word "Rhodes" 
as direct negotiations and not as indirect 
negotiations? We said that we looked to 
Rhodes as indirect negotiations not direct 
negotiations-then why do we tie ourselves 
to this formula. Well we have our repre
sentatives in New York, they have their rep
resentatives in New York, Gunnar Jarring 
can go to New York, the Big Powers have 
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their representatives in New York-anyone 
can come and contact us. We are ready to 
have contact but not direct negotiations 
with Israel. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, on a somewhat 
related question, Israel had been attacking 
t he US for some months now for interfering 
ln trying to arrange a settlement. Israel says 
she will not accept an imposed settlement 
and is against the United States talking 
about it to the Soviet Union and the Big 
Four. You attack the U.S. for giving weapons 
to Israel. What can the United States do un
der these circumstances, Sir? 

NAsSER. Well there is a great difference be
tween giving weapons, 50 Phant.oms and an
other 50 Phantoms and 88 Skyhawks and an
other 100 Skyhawks . . . There is a big dif
ference between that and talking with the 
big powers. Well we are ready to accept any
thing from the United States; if they give us 
88 Skyhawks and they give us 100 Phantoms 
and also some pilots, go to the Israelis and 
talk as they like to talk with anybody . . . 
So really it is not fair to compare the two 
point together. 

REPORTER. I'd like to compare for a moment, 
Mr. President, and talk about the Commando 
activities, the guerilla warfare along the bor
ders of Israel. Do you feel, Sir, that the Feda
yeen movement is a threat to the power of the 
leaders of individual countries like yourself? 

NASSER. I think we could not look to it as 
power. What is my power as long as 20 per 
cent of my country is occupied by the Israelis. 
Where is King Hussein's power ·as long as 70 
per cent of his country is occupied by the 
Israelis? It is not question of power cr indi
vidual personalities or a question of land and 
people. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, recently people 
have talked about the commando movement 
as the third force in the Middle East. In 
the event that there were some kind of set
tlement some day, would not the presence of 
the Palestinians be an unsettling force, 
would the Israelis ever agree to a settlement 
with the Fedayeen if they were allowed to 
operate from either Egypt or Jordan or Syria 
against Israel after a settlement? 

NASSER. Well you know if we take this 
question as it is we'll be neglecting the rights 
of the Palestinians and the rights of refugees 
in their homelands. Why we have to ask 
ourselves, why this problem has continued 
for 20 years a.fter the 1948 war. There were 
resolutions from the United Nations ac
cording to the refugees then there was a con
ciliation committee to bring the Palestinians 
and the Arabs and the Israelis together. The 
Committee was formed from the United 
States, France and Turkey. Then everything 
was neglected so the refugees continued as 
refugees . • they haven't returned back to 
their homeland, so the problem has con
tinued for 20 years If we don't solve the 
refugee problem, the Palestinian problem, 
there will be no peace 

REPORTER. Presumably a refugee settlement 
would be part of final peace solution. Do you, 
Sir, find that within the Arab world the com
mando leader Yassa Arafat in anyway rivals 
you for the affection of the Arab people? 

NASSER. You know it is not a question of 
rivals, it is a question of independence; it is 
a question of getting rid of the occupation. 
If Arafat is able today to get rid of the occu
pation, to establish the Arab sovereignty; 
you were speaking about the Israeli sov
ereignty, what of the Arab sovereignty, our 
territory is occupied. Well, I'll be marching 
behind Yassa Arafat, it is not a question of 
individuals. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, may we return to 
one point. You are the leader of the Arab 
world as much as any one man is. Over the 
year 1969 you usually called in many of your 
speeches for a military solution. Earlier in 
this conversation you talked about a politi
cal solution. Are you and Egypt now on the 
side of a political solution through negotia-

tion, say through indirect talks with Mr. 
Jarring or do you favor a military solution 
through force? 

NASSER. Well if we return back to '67 we 
came out of the war without anything. We 
lost all our arms, we lost our army so our 
intention, our object by that time was tore
build our armed forces. Then we accepted 
the United Nations Solution. Egypt only and 
Jordan accepted the United Nations Security 
Council Resolution. Well there was a debate 
in the Arab countries people against the po
litical solution, people supporting the mili
tary solution. I want to tell you something
there is nothing which is called a political 
solution and nothing which is called a mili
tary solution-there is a solution. We have to 
talk for a peaceful solution, on the other 
hand we have to establish our military force, 
it is our duty; there is no peaceful solution 
to liberate our occupied territory. So I 
haven't talked at all recently or lately about 
military solutions. I will tell you on the 6th 
of November-! think you mean the speech 
in the parliament, I talked about a peaceful 
solution. We tried and so on and Jarring 
went on for 18 months without a result, so 
what is the other alternative in front of us? 
We have to liberate our occupied territory. 
The other alternative is a big sea of blood 
and fire and so on; the reports of all over 
the world in the newspapers, nobody men
tioned what I said about peaceful solutions 
but all that was mentioned was what I said 
about the alternative. If there is no way of 
peaceful solution, what we could do, it is the 
right of every country with occupied terri
tory so always I talked about that and that. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, the Soviet Union 
was not a power in the Middle East or in the 
eastern Mediterranean until quite recently, 
do you feel that the Soviet power in this area 
will decrease or increase with a settlement 
of the basic problem? 

NASSER. Well I want to tell you something. 
I was in contact, close contact with the So
viet Union. They are always for the peaceful 
solution. They tried by all means to reach 
a peaceful solution. 

REPORTER. Do you think then that the So
viet Union today is pushing for peace in the 
area as much as your country? 

NASSER. You know I hear sometimes that 
they don't mean what they say, but I want 
to tell you something, the Soviet Union was 
always meaning a peaceful solution-! talked 
with them-until today. 

REPORTER. Except, Sir, that the fact of tur
moil continuing in this area gives the Soviet 
Union ever greater entree, is that not true? 

NASSER. Well, of course, I want to tell you 
something, now we depend to great extent 
on the Soviet Union. Well if you give, if the 
United States gives the new 50 Phantoms to 
the Israelis, where do we go? We have to 
go to the Soviet Union. But I want to tell you 
something, the fact whether they get ad
vantage, or don't get, they want a peaceful 
solution. 

REPORTER. Why is it, President Nasser, that 
the Arab countries cannot form a common 
alliance, a military alltance? You spoke a 
moment ago of a pilot shortage. Is it possible 
that you would ever form an alliance with 
one air force, an alliance with various coun
tries, one army so that you would concen
trate your power? It is now so diffuse. 

NASSER. Well, I agree with you it is a prob
lem. It is not an easy problem. You know 
dealing with such questions there are many 
problems which have to be solved, but I think 
your point of view is correct and the right 
point of view. We tried that when we formed 
the Eastern front and the western front and 
the Arab joint command and we will have 
a meeting next week. We'll have a meeting 
about the heads of State around Israel, whose 
territories are occupied. We will try to dis
cuss such questions. 

REPORTER. Is it conceivable that a unified 

command particularly in the air could come 
out of this meeting? In the next few weeks 
or months? 

NASSER. Well it will need time. It is not an 
easy question. Can I tell you something? It 
was said by Mrs. Meir that we attacked 
them in '67. I'll tell you something, they 
were preparing two pilots for each plane 
and we were . . . a shortage of pilots all 
over the Arab countries, so this is a big proof 
that we were not preparing for attack. And 
also on this time, three of our armoured 
forces divisions were in Yemen. If we pre~ 
pared to attack Israel, I think the first rea· 
sonable thing was to bring our three divi
sions from Yemen and to be sure that we 
have two pilots for every aeroplane; and to 
be sure that we'll have air supremacy, but we 
were attacked in '67 as we were attacked in 
'56. In '56 there were no troubles with Israel 
at all. The trouble was with Britain and 
France because of the nationalization of the 
Suez Canal. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, you did on May 
28, 1967 or rather May 23, close the Straits 
of Tiran which the Israelis took as a cause 
of war. Would you do that again if you were 
to regain the Sinal, or would you permit 
Sharm el Sheik to be demilitarized or to have 
United Nations troops there to guarantee 
Israeli passage in the event of a settlement? 

NASSER. I want to prove to you that my in
tentions in '67. There were speeches from 
Israel against Syria, by the Prime Minister of 
Israel and by the chief of general staff of 
Israel. They said that they would be able to 
walk to Damascus. We declared that we had 
joint agreements for military defence and 
if this happens we will help the Syrians. The 
Israelis continued in their threats then we 
moved our troops to Sinai; then we asked 
the Secretary General of the United Nations 
about the withdrawal of the United Nations 
Emergency Force between Rafa and Eilat 
and we asked him to keep these forces in 
Sharm el Sheik and Gaza. These were our in
tentions. There were no intentions by that 
time to close Sharm el Sheik because he 
hadn't asked the withdrawal of the (UNEF) 
from Sharm el Sheik. Well, but the answer 
came back that either we keep the force as 
it is or move it completely. Well, what will 
happen in the future? I think we have to 
discuss that with Gunnar Jarring. 

REPORTER. Would you permit a demili
tarized Sinai if you were to regain the occu
pied territory? 

NASSER. We will not permit a demilitarized 
Sinai. Sinai represents 20 % of our coun
try. Will you permit demilitarization of 
20 % of your country? 

REPORTER. Well Mr. President, would you 
permit a demilitarized zone at the border 
because what Israel worries about is air
fields right there at the border of her country 
which could get at Tel Aviv in 3 minutes. 

NASSER. We agreed about that, of course, 
when we were discussing the question with 
Gunnar Jarring, we agreed about a de
militarized zone; we agreed about an inter
national police force; we agreed about all 
these points because these points were part 
of the Security Council Resolution but 
Israel refused to discuss any of these points 
with Gunnar Jarring. 

REPORTER. Why is it Mr. President that 
Israel with this very small population of 
2¥2 mill1on people can seem to have su
premacy on the ground and in the air 
over these vast numbers of people that in
habit the Arab cotmtries? You spoke of the 
pilot shortage, why is there a pilot shortage? 

NASSER. Well, I want to tell you that there 
are many reasons. One thing it was not at 
all in our agenda or in our plans ..• anything 
about an attack against Israel. Anything 
about offensive ·actions against Israel. I gave 
a speech here on the ..• May, 1965 to the 
Palestinians; I told them, well, we have 
no plans to attack Israel--our plans are 
mainly directed to defend our territory. 1 
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think the Israelis were smarter than us. 
I agree with that. 

REPORTER. But Mr. President, you have 
been quoted in the past and in the period 
before '67 as saying that Egypt and the 
Arabs would "throw Israel into the sea". 
Now surely that is not a statement condu
cive to peace? 

NASSER. I bet you I can. I have all my 
statements. I have all my speeches. I haven't 
said these words at all in my life. U you 
prove, I can give you .... 

REPORTER. Perhaps Radio Cairo ... (Nas
ser interrupts) 

NASsER. No, you speak about, I don't know 
what they say in Radio Cairo. You don't 
know what they say in the newspapers in the 
United States or in the radios or television? 
They say different. Where many people come 
and say what they want to say, but I said 
only about the Israelis question that we ask 
about the rights of the people of Palestine, 
the refugees who were deprived completely 
out of their territory and their land, deprived 
of their property. But I haven't said that 
we'll get rid of the Israelis, we'll send them to 
the sea. If you go to Israel they'll tell you 
that Nasser has said so and so and so, they 
said that to your congressmen, they said that 
to all the visitors from the United States but, 
I want to ten you something; you can have 
a collection of my speeches, my interviews
there is no single world about sending the 
Israelis to the sea. · 

REPORTER. Will you translate them into 
English for me? Mr. President, may I ask you 
about diplomatic relations bet.,.,een Wash
ington and Cairo? If the mood here is in 
the direction of settlement, why is it not pos
sible for you, sir, to accept our offer of re
establishing diplomatic relations after almost 
three years? 

NASSER. Well, I'll tell you something. All the 
people here know that the United States is 
not evenhanded in this conflict in the Middle 
East. All the people know that the United 
States supplies Israel with arms, not only 
with aeroplanes. I talked only about aero
planes, but also with tanks-Patton tanks 
from Germany received by Israel lately after 
the occupation of our territory. Spare parts, 
ammunitions, rockets, bombs-the bombs 
which were hitting Maidi last week are made 
in the United States; the rockets are made 
in the United States. Suppose that I agreed 
about that and tomorrow the Israelis received 
the 50 Phantoms. What will be my position 
in facing my people? It is a question intern
ally. I want our people to feel that when we 
move such a direction, it will be based on 
concrete points that the United States will 
take an evenhanded policy according the 
problem of the Middle East. 

REPORTER. President Nasser, you're holding 
a series of meetings this week and you're 
meeting with the leaders of the so called 
"confrontation countries". Do you see that 
this might mean a new change in policy for 
the United Arab Republic? Are you planning 
any kind of new departure diplomatically, 
perhaps towards a peaceful solution through 
the aegis of Ambassador Jarring, or what do 
you see coming in the month's time? 

NASSER. Well, first of all this meeting is to 
coordinate the defense of our country against 
the aggression of Israel. The aggression of 
Israel is taking place every day against Syria, 
Jordan, Lebanon, and Egypt. The occupation 
is going on now for about 3 years. I want to 
tell you something about our policy-Our 
policy about a peaceful solution with Israel. 
We declare that after November, after the 
declaration of the United Nations Security 
Councu Resolution, it 1s still our policy that 
we have to try to reach a peaceful solution 
but we insist that the key position for reach
ing a peaceful solution is the complete with
drawal of the occupied Israeli forces from the 
Arab territories. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, can you reach a 
peaceful solution and then everything hap
pen at the same time? 

NASSER.. No, we can reach a peaceful solu
tion as a package and everything happens at 
the same time ... according to the Security 
Council Resolution. 

REPORTER. May I ask you a personal ques
tion, President Nasser? The revolution oc
curred in 1952, in 1954 you became President. 
You have been in office for a very long time. 
I'd like to ask you what are your plans, do 
you plan to stay in office and how is your 
health? 

NASSER. Well, you can see my health, I 
think. It is easy and I think my plans, I said 
to the people that I will stay until the com
plete withdrawal of the Israeli forces from 
our territory, after that I will say my pl'ans. 
I think it is my duty now to continue to get 
rid of the occupation. I tried on the 9th of 
June, 1967 to leave but the people refused to 
permit. I think they will not refuse also to 
permit me today. 

REPORTER. President Nasser, back to the 
package settlement. Israel has made it clear 
many times in public statements that Jeru
salem itself will remain under Israeli control, 
and Mrs. Meir made that point that the flag 
of Jordan would never again fly over Jeru
salem. Would this be included in your pack
age settlement? 

NASSER. Jerusalem is one of the main points. 
I will not accept, of course; they gave Jeru
salem to Israel. This would be against the 
Security Council Resolution because the Se
curity Council Resolution was talking about 
the withdrawal and about not permitting 
occupying territory with force. So, when I say 
withdrawal, I mean withdrawal of all oc
cupied territory. 

REPORTER. But realistically, President Nas
ser, 1s it not a fact that you believe, do you 
not believe, that Israel means what she says 
about Jerusalem? She has not said that about 
Sinai, about Sharm el Sheik, about the Golan 
Heights? 

NAssER. Well. I mean, Israel thinks that 
they are the masters in the area. This will 
not continue for a long time. 

REPORTER. But you do believe that she 
means, Mrs. Meir, that she will never, Israel 
will never, withdraw from east Jerusalem? 

NASSER. But, of course, I cannot tell you 
about what Mrs. Meir means-but I can tell 
you about what I mean. I mean that with
drawal means complete withdrawal! 

REPORTER. Mr. President, the United States 
Secretary of State, on November 9, set a new 
policy statement about the Middle East. It 
was an attempt, most diplomats thought, for 
the United States to show a more evenhanded 
approach to the Arab states. The Russians 
appeared to reject it out of hand. Do you feel 
that the United States can do anything to 
help or suggest or find a way toward a pe·ace
ful solution? 

NASSER. Really, we have some objections to 
this plan. First of all, it was dividing .the 
Arab countries this was our main objectiOn. 

REPORTER. But I understand that it was 
supposed to be part of a package; that the 
Egyptian border first, then the Jordanian? 

NASSER. This was said after that. Then we 
think that thiS plan 1s different from the 
Security Council Resolution because the Se
curity Council Resolution was defi.D:ite about 
every point; definite about the Wlthdrawal 
from all the territory; definite about the 
mission of Jarring. But this plan left some 
points to be for mediation between the 
Egyptians and the Israelis. This means that 
Israelis will have really the right to veto be
cause they occupy our territory. if we d?n't 
accept their point of view they Wlll not Wlth
draw. 

REPORTER. On the Big Four proposals on 
Jordan and Israel as opposed to Egypt and 
Israel, would you approve Ki~g Hussein 
starting indirect talks with Jarrmg or some 

other third party on the basis or the Big 
Four proposals? 

NAssER. Well-if there will be Big Four pro
posals, we will be ready to talk with Jarring, 
not only King Hussein, we are for peaceful 
solution, we don't want war for war, really, 
we want to liberate our occupied territory. 

REPORTER. Mr. President, Why do you think 
that Israeli planes are bombing so close to 
Cairo, what do you think is the strategy in
volved with thiS long range aerial attack? 

NASSER. Well, I think that this is the arro
gance of power, first of all. The Israelis think 
that they are strong. Alright, they are strong, 
they kn<>w that they have air superiority 
alright; they have air superiority but they 
neglect the characteristics of the Arab peo
ple. We are here and we were here for 7,000 
years. We faced many problems like this 
problem. You live here and you know our 
people. Our people, well sometimes we are 
different from others think. Well, I think 
these raids will strengthen the solidarity 
of the Egyptian people and they are very 
patient people; we will be patient until we 
will be able to deal with our enemies. 

REPORTER. But President Nasser, so far the 
bombing in the suburbs of Cairo by Israeli 
aircraft has been restricted to unpopulated 
areas. What if the Israelis started blowing up 
bridges across the Nile river in Cairo itself 
and moved their bombing ln closer? Will not 
that result in perhaps some different feeling 
among your poople? 

NASSER. Well, whatever the feelings will be, 
I'll tell you something, we will not surrender. 
When I say "we", I don't mean myself, I 
mean the Egyptian people. 

REPORTER. Well, President Nasser, is it pos
sible that the Egyptian people and the Arab 
people and the Israelis can ever live in har
mony in the Middle East? Is this in the cards, 
histo:ctcally? 

NASSER. Well, there are two main parts. 
First of all the complete withdrawal of the 
invaders, the Israelis, from the occupied 
territories. Second point is to solve the prob
lem of the Palestinians. It was said, for 
instance, by the leaders of the Palestinians, 
that they are ready to live in Palestine with 
the Israelis as they are today; with the Jews 
as they are today; with the Moslems and the 
Ohristians. But the Israelis insist to get rid 
of the Palestinians and to have their nation 
build only on Judaism. They take Judaism 
not only as religion but as nationalism. This 
is complicating the problem. I don't know if 
we decide to have our countries based on 
Islam and the others based on Christianity 
and the other based on Buddhism that would 
be fanatic actions everywhere. 

REPORTER. Just one last question, Mr. Pres
ident. If these 50 Phantoms are, in fact, de
livered to Israel, the new 50 Phantoms, is it 
conceivable that your country could retaliate 
against the United States by perhaps expro
priation or some such measure? 

NASSER. Well if this happens, by that time 
I will go to Moscow because Moscow will have 
really the word in the Middle East. They have 
to give us arms to be able to retaliate; they 
have to help us in order to defend our coun
try against the invaders and against the 
aggression. 

REPORTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Presi
dent for your graciousness in sitting down 
and talking to us. 

ROWLAND EVANS. Mr. Touhy and I have 
been interviewing President Nasser in his 
private office in the Kuber Palace in Cairo, 
the capital of Egypt. 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR DOLE BE
FORE MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSO
CIATION 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, later this 
year the Committee on Public Works, 
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of which I am privileged to be a member, 
will hold oversight hearings on the civil 
works program of the Army Corps of 
Engineers. These hearings will, I think, 
be of significant importance to the Con
gress and to the country, because it is 
clear that the major public activities 
undertaken by the Corps have a measure
able impact on the quality of our overall 
national environment. 

On February 1 the distinguished junior 
Senator from Eansas <Mr. DoLE), a 
valued and respected member of the 
Subcommittee on Flood Control-Rivers 
and Harbors, del!vered an address to the 
Mississippi Valley Association meeting at 
St. Louis, Mo. I personally believe that 
the speech was an important one and 
deserves the attention of other Members 
of the Senate. I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of ·the address be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR DOLE BEFORE THE 
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

I am delighted to be here today to share 
some of my thoughts on the development o! 
America's great water resources. Recognition 
of the importance of taking affirmative action 
to protect our environment has long been a 
concern of your organization. Since 1919, you 
have continuously !ought for a coordination 
of our total water uses with soU improve
ment, fish and wildlife development and the 
needs of the American people. Because of 
your established interest and expertise, the 
nation must look to you for guidance as it 
awakens to what President Nixon described 
as the "major concern of the American peo
ple in the deacde of the seventies." 

Water projects, their design and construc
tion as well as the procedures by which they 
are approved are an important part of this 
concern. Over the years an elaborate proce
dure for approval of these projects, which 
appears to have its own momentuxn, has 
evolved. Because of these procedures, it is 
difficult to identify the weak and unnecessary 
elements. It is safe to say, however, that 
Congress shares a great deal of the blame 
for most of the archaic authorities under 
which the civil works programs of the Corps 
of Engineers presently operates. Authorities 
enacted in the late 1800's and early 1900's 
may not be suitable for the 1970's. 

Not only the authority, but the enormous 
body of rules, regulations, guidelines, and 
other materials have become extremely com
plex and at the very minimum extremely con
fusing to the public. This work places a 
burden on the committee on public works 
as it carries out its role in the biennial ap
proval of the Omnibus Rivers and Harbors 
Act. Several of my colleagues and I on the 
public works committee are considering the 
best means by which the committee can 
exercise its other constitutionally charged 
function to conduct oversight hearings on 
the general program of the corps. It is hoped 
that we may begin this review during this 
session of Congress and that your organiza
tion will play a meaningful role in identify
ing inefficiencies and recommending alterna
tives to the existing program. Specific ques
tions involve such things as the benefit/ 
cost ratio, relocation of individuals or com
munities and, of course, the considerable 
amount of time between the authorization 
of a project and its construction. This last 
factor often adds to the complexity and 
difficulty of the previous two. As you are well 
aware, it is not unusual for a project once 
authorized to not be initiated-much less 

completed-for several years following the 
studies and data upon which the project 
was authorized. This, of course, adds to the 
burden that the public must shoulder. 

One of my own observations regarding the 
present system for the development of water 
resource projects is that the public does not 
participate in as meaningful a way as proj
ects of this substance and magnitude dictate. 
Too often the public's role in the present 
adminiStrative process occurs so late in the 
procedure as to put them at a distinct dis
advantage. By that time, the corps has de
veloped a tremendous documentation in sup
port of or in opposition to a particular 
project. We must incorporate into this system 
public participation at an earlier stage. 

The thrust of President Nixon's state of 
the union message and an earlier address 
concerning the environment was that we 
must develop an integrated and comprehen
sive approach to environmental problems. 
This message, of course, applies to water 
resource projects. We must consider such 
projects in the total context of the environ
ment and utilization of the environment. 
We must consider the effects of water re
source projects on adjacent land use, popu
lation distribution, concentration of indus
try, and a whole myriad of factors that con
tribute to either environmental degradation 
or environmental quality. It should be ac
knowledged at the outset, however, that the 
achievement of a comprehensive ti.pproach 
is extremely difficult and one which will take 
dedication and commitment from all levels 
of our society and, of course, all levels of 
government. We are now coming full cycle 
to realize that decision-making regarding 
the environment cannot be left solely to 
the Federal Government or even the Federal 
Government working with State govern
ments. To achieve an environment of quality, 
we must have the participation and help of 
all citizens. Your role, therefore, iS not one 
of waiting for decisions from government. 
I would hope Congress will exercise its re
sponsibility to make such participation legal
ly possible and that your organization and 
your members, as citizens, will endeavor to 
participate in a meaningful way. 

COSTS OF CLEANING UP OUR 
ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
cleaning up the environment will surely 
be the issue of this decade. The New 
York Times of Sunday, February 15, 1970, 
carried a thoughtful analysis of the pol
lution problem and this administration's 
attempts to deal with it. There are two 
points in this article which were par
ticularly interesting to me. 

First, we should realize that ending 
air and water pollution will be an ex
pensive task. To use an example which 
has been used before on a different issue, 
we must make a special effort now be
cause, for too many years, we did not 
make it. We must now spend to stop 
pollution and to reverse this trend to
ward destroying our environment be
cause we did so little to prevent it. 

Part of this price which we must pay 
should not be jobs, however. Some of the 
corporations which have been operating 
facilities which befoul the water and 
poison the air now claim that the cost 
of cleaniilg up these facilities would be 
too high and that they be f<lrced to close 
down. Mr. President, I submit that we 
should not permit these polluters of the 
air and water to push the cost of their 

thoughtlessness and lack of concern for 
others onto the backs of their workers. 
These men and women should not have 
to pay with their jobs for their employ
ers' wrongs. I hope, Mr. President, that 
Congress will write this concept into the 
laws we should pass this year to begin to 
end pollution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the New York Times article of 
Sunday, February 15, 1970, entitled "En
vironment: Concerns and Doubts Over 
the Nixon Program," be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONCERNS AND DOUBTS OVER THE NIXON 
PROGRAM 

WASHINGTON.-Following President Nixon's 
message to Congress on environment last 
Tuesday, Senator Clifford P. Case, Republican 
of New Jersey, said: "The President's pro
posals for protecting the environment repre
sent the clearest recognition of the problems 
and the greatest influx of new initiative pre
sented by any President since the administra
tion of Theodore Roosevelt. But they are still 
not enough." 

Mr. Case's statement is no exaggeration
providing emphasis is supplied to the phrase 
"by any President," for Presidents have not 
notably been leaders in environmental pro
tection. The initiatives have come from Con
gress. 

Nor is there any question that the pro
posals are still "not enough" if the Presi
dent's goal is to be reached-"the rescue of 
our natural habitat as a place both habitable 
and hospitable to man." But even though the 
President's proposals were only, for the most 
part, a moderate extension and stiffening of 
legislation already on the books, they went 
more than far enough to suggest the magni
tude of the problem ahead, their potential 
for controversy, and thus to raise concern 
and doubts. 

The concern is centering on the new stand
ards (or at least new ways of setting the 
standards) for industrial water and air pol
lution and on the enforcement procedures 
and penalties set forth in the President's 
message. Most of this concern on Capitol Hill 
is concentrated among the Republicans, par
ticularly in the House of Representatives. 

The doubts center on the President's pro
posed funding, and are concentrated chiefly 
among the Democrats, particularly the long
established antipollution bloc. Members of 
the bloc believe the President's proposed 
spending is hopelessly inadequate for his 
procalimed objectives. 

HEART OF THE PROGRAM 
The concern (which is likely to turn into 

opposition) and the doubts can best be il
lustrated by the problems of industrial and 
municipal pollution of air and water-the 
heart of the program. 

On water pollution, the President proposed 
that for both interstate and intrastate water
ways, water quality standards would be 
amended "to impose precise etfiuent require
ments on all industrial and municipal 
sources .•• with the Umit for each based 
on a fair allocation of the total capacity of 
the waterway to absorb the user's particular 
kind of waste without becoming polluted." 

On air pollution, Mr. Nixon would abolish 
the present system under which the Federal 
Government approved air quality standards 
set by the states to be applied within "air 
quality control regions" embracing major in
dustrial and metropolitan areas, instead, he 
would have a Federally established national 
air quality standard to be met by all states 
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"while permitting sta.tes to set more stringent 
standards" of their own. 

Furthermore, the President would have 
Federally established national emission 
st andards for plants emitting pollutants ex
tremely hazardous to health, regardless of 
the amount of the pollutant, and for selec
tive classes of new facilities that could be 
"major contributors to air pollution." 

Finally, he proposed that industries or 
municipalities failing to meet water and air 
quality standards and correction schedules 
be subject to court action, ranging from 
injunctions to fines up to $10,000 a day. 

Congressional environmentalists fear Mr. 
Nixon's water programs might represent a 
backward step by permitting plants to dump 
pollutants up to the "assimilative capacity" 
of a river rather than insisting on a clean
up. They also feared that his program would 
permit degradation of the streams now un
polluted. They also feared his minimum na
tional air quality standard would become a 
maximum standard in many states. 

But these were not fears of many indus
trialists and Republicans in Congress. Wha.t 
they saw was the tremendous cost of install
ing the devices to control pollution in order 
to meet the standards. 

Administration officials have been saying 
with one voice that the antipollution costs 
were properly "a cost of doing business" and 
thus could be passed on to the consumer. 
But industrialists and those in Congress who 
are attentive to their view,s do not see the 
matter in quite such simple terms. They 
fear that there is a limit to what the con
sumer Will bear and when that limit is 
reached, the remaining antipollution costs 
Will be refiected in lower corporate profits. 

Furthermore, they contend that costs 
which big companies and new efficient plants 
can possibly absorb become insupportable for 
small companies and old plants. The upshot, 
they say, may be unemployment with ac
companying outcries from local government, 
especially in small towns where a plant is 
the principal employer. 

A preview of the possible trouble ahead, 
they suggest, was provided last week in Du
luth, where the 50-year-old United States 
Steel plant employing 2,500 was under or
ders of the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency to install smoke abatement equip
ment. Herbert Dunsmore, director of U.S. 
Steel's environmental affairs, said that com
pliance would cost $5-million; that it would 
"further price the facility out of the mar
ket," and that if the state insisted on com
pliance, the only alternative was to shut 
the plant down. 

Many Republican Congressmen, and not a 
few Democrats also, are far from keen about 
the President's proposed fines, even though 
the draft legislation makes it clear they are 
not mandatory. Even so, a tough judge could 
make things very difficult if he imposed $10,-
000 a day over an extended period. 

POSSmLE TROUBLE 
That the Administration recognizes the 

possible legislative trouble ahead on en
forcement and penalties was evident last 
week when it placed them in a separate bill 
on the water pollution program. This would 
give many Republicans an opportunity to 
vote for other parts of the program-such 
as reform and financing of waste treatment 
legislation-while still voting against severe 
penalties for violators. Congress watchers 
are waiting to see whether William C. 
cramer, ranking Republican on the Public 
Works Committee and a not overzealous 
environmentalist, will sponsor the bill deal
ing with enforcement and penalties. 

Meanwhile, Democratic environmentalists, 
led by Senator EdmundS. Muskie, chairman 
of the subcommittee on air and water pollu
tion and author of most of the antipollution 
legislation in the past decade, saw a quite 

different opportunity for attack in the Presi
dent's money requests for his program. 

Mr. Nixon has asked for authority to obli
gate $4-billion over four years as the Fed
eral share in a $10-billion program for waste 
treatment facilities. Senator Muskie, how
ever, would have the Federal Government 
obligate $12.5-billion over five years, with 
state and local government matching this 
for a total nf $25-billion--compared to the 
President's $10-billion. Mr. :Muskie's proposal 
is based on an estimate prepared by the 
executive department back in 1966, that 
$20-billion woUld have to be expended by 
fiscal 1972. It takes into account the failure 
of Congress to appropriate the amount au
thorized in the 1966 Clean Waters Restora
tion Aot and the infiation that has since 
occurred. 

FIGURES MISSING 
The President has not set a figure on the 

amount he Will request for his clean air pro
gram after the next fiscal year. However, his 
appropriations request for fiscal 1971 is $106-
mlllion an increase of only $10-million 
over what Congress has appropriated for 
this fiscal year. By contrast, Mr. Muskie 
will introduce a bill asking for appropria
tions of $325-million a year for three years 
beginning in fiscal 1971. 

In his State of the Union Message, Mr. 
Nixon said, "The price tag on pollution con
trol is high." The Democratic response is 
going to be, " You're right, and are you pre
pared to ask for the money?" 

CARSWELL AND THE ABA 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as one 
who was an educator before entering 
public life and is not a lawyer, I have paid 
very close attention to the records of 
the committee hearings and the debate 
on the Senate fioor as the Senate has 
considered nominees for membership on 
the U.S. Supreme Court. As a result of 
this study, I was pleased to give Chief 
Justice Warren Burger my complete en
dorsement and support. As I said at that 
time, he is a strict constructionist and 
gives the Court a balance. Senators are 
aware that recently I was unable to sup
port Judge Haynsworth. 

As I study the hearing record of Judge 
Carswell, I would like to draw the at
tention of Senators to the American 
Bar Association's recommendation. The 
American Bar Association has set up a 
special committee to pass upon the qual
ifications of judicial candidates nomi
nated by the President of the United 
States to the Federal courts. The com
mittee consists of 12 members, each 
from a different part of the country. The 
committee is appointed by the president 
of the American Bar Assodation, and 
has been playing a role in evaluating 
Presidential nominees for judicial posi
tions for many years. 

Although in the case of nominees for 
lower Federal courts, the committee has 
a series of ratings, in the case of nom
inees for the Supreme Court of the 
United States, the committee has only 
two ratings: "qualified" and "unquali
fied." The committee at the time of Judge 
Carswell's nomination found him to be 
qualified; and at its recent meeting in 
Atlanta, during the midwinter meeting 
of the American Bar Association, the 
committee reconsidered the nomination 
and again unanimously found him to be 
qualified to sit on the Supreme Court of 

the United States. I ask Wlanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter to Senator EASTLAND from 
Lawrence E. Walsh, supporting Judge 
Carswell. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN BAR AsSOCIATION, 
New York, N.Y., January 26, 1970. 

Hon. JAMES 0 . EASTLAND, 
Chairman, U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee, 

New Senate Office Building, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Thank you for your tele
gram of January 21, 1970 inviting the com
men1s of the American Bar Associa,tion 
Standing Committee on the Federal Judici
ary with respect to Judge G. Harrold Cars
well, who has been nominated for the office 
of Associate Justice of the Supreme Court 
of the United States. The Committee is 
unanimously of the opinion that Judge 
Carswell is qualified for this appointment. 

This committee has previously investi
gated Judge Carswell for appointment to the 
District Court in 1958 and for appointment 
to the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Cir
cuit in 1969. On each occasion Judge Oars
well w~ reported favorably for these ap
pointments. The Committee has now sup
plemented these investigations Within the 
time limits fixed by your telegram. 

With respect to nominations for the Su
preme Court, the Committee has tradition
ally limited its investigation to the opinions 
of a cross-section of the best informed 
judge!> a.nd lawyers as to the integrity, ju
dicial temperament and professional com
petence of the-proposed nominee. It has al
ways recognized that the selection of a 
member of the Supreme Court involves many 
other factors of a broad political and 
ideological nature within the discretion of 
the President and the Senate but beyond 
the special competence of this Committee. 
Accordingly, the opinion of this Committee 
is limited to the areas of its investigation. 

In the present case the Committee has 
solicited the views of a substantial number 
of judges and lawyers who are familiar With 
Judge Carswell's work, and it has also sur
veyed his published opinions. On the basis 
of it!> investigation the Committee has con
cluded, unanimously, that Judge Carswell 
is qualified for appointment as Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

Respect fully yours, 
LAWRENCE E. WALSH, 

Chairman. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, at its 
midwinter meeting in Atlanta recently, 
the ABA Committee on the Federal Ju
diciary reaffirmed its earlier unanimous 
finding. At this point I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD a 
portion of a Sunday, February 22, 1970, 
New York Times article dealing with the 
Carswell nomination. 

There being no objection, the portion 
of the article was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
BAR PANEL REAFFIRMS VIEW THAT CARSWELL 

Is QUALIFIED FOR SUPREME CoURT 
(By Fred P. Graham) 

ATLANTA, February 21.-The American Bar 
Association's Committee on the Federal Ju
diciary reaffirmed today its earlier unanimous 
finding that Judge G. Harrold Carswell was 
qualified to serve on the Supreme Court. 

After reviewing recent disclosures of alleged 
segregationist actions by Judge Carswell and 
considering charges that he lacked qualifica
tions for the position, the committee again 
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concluded that he was qualified to be an as
sociate justice. Nine of the 12 members on 
the committee were present. 

Lawrence E. Walsh of New York, chairman 
of the committee, said at a news conference 
at the American Bar Association midwinter 
meeting here that his committee had studied 
the various questions that had been raised by 
law professors and A.B.A. members concern
ing Judge Carswell's suitability. 

The major allegations that have arisen 
since the committee first approved Judge 
Carswell on Jan. 25 were that he harbored 
racist feelings toward Negroes. 

It has been disclosed that Mr. Carswell 
helped to form a private golf club to take 
over Tallahassee's municipal facilities when 
they might have been forced to desegregate, 
that he sold a piece of property with a re
striction in the deed against future occupa
tion and purchase by non-Ca.ucasions, and 
that he chartered an all-white booster club 
for Florida State University. 

Judge Walsh explained that the commit
tee had re-evaluated its endorsement of the 
nominee's judicial qualifications "as a. mat
ter of routine" because the nomination is 
still pending before the Senate. The A.B.A. 
committee rates judicial nominees on the 
basis of professional competence, judicial 
temperament and integrity. 

The nominee is a member of the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Cir
cuit in New Orleans. 

CONGRESS SETS RECORD WITH 
HEALTH L.EGISLATION 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
for the information of the Members of 
the Senate and for our friends in the 
press, I would like to point out the re
markable record which the Congress has 
made this week in the area of health leg
islation. On Wednesday afternoon the 
Senate adopted two conference reports, 
previously agreed to with House con
ferees, on major health bills. Yesterday, 
the House of Representatives also adopt
ed the conference reports on these two 
bills, thus sending them to the Presi
dent for his signature, and at the same 
time adopted two additional health con
ference reports which in the matter of 
a few hours came to the Senate floor and 
late yesterday afternoon were approved 
by the Senate and sent on to the Presi
dent. Thus without any fanfare or great 
publicity, the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, in 2 days, approved and 
extended four major health programs. 
Never, to my knowledge, has such ex
peditious action in both Houses on such 
a large nwnber of important bills of basic 
legislation been accomplished out of one 
subcommittee. 

This quiet carrying out of the responsi
bilities of the Congress was possible only 
by the complete cooperation of all mem
bers of the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare, and when I say all members, 
I include all members of the full com
mittee, both the majority and minority, 
and particularly those members of the 
Subcommittee on Health whose duties 
under our system are to hold hearings 
and to sit during executive sessions to 
hammer out the details of the legislative 
proposals. 

The members of the Subcommittee on 
Health-Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. NELSON, Mr. EAGLE• 
TON, Mr. CRANSTON, and Mr. HUGHES for 

the majority side; and Mr. DoMINICK, 
Mr. JAVITS, Mr. PROUTY, and Mr. SAXBE 
for the minority side-spent hours and 
days working on these legislative propos
als. They unselfishly gave of their time 
to attend hearings; they sat in execu
tive sessions and considered, discussed, 
and perfected amendments, and they 
lent their support when these bills came 
to the :floor. 

Mr. President, it would not be fair for 
me to praise only the members of the 
Subcommittee on Health of the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. Such 
a remarkable record would not have been 
possible without the complete coopera
tion and assistance of the House of Rep
resentatives, in the persons of Mr. HAR
LEY 0. STAGGERS, the chairman of the 
House Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce, the ranking Republican 
on that committee, Mr. WILLIAM L. 
SPRINGER of lllinois, and also members 
of the Health Subcommittee, Mr. JoHN 
JARMAN of Oklahoma, Mr. PAuL G. RoG
ERS of Florida, Mr. DAVID E. SATTER
FIELD IT! of Virginia, Mr. ANCHER NELSEN 
of Minnesota, and Mr. TIM LEE CARTER 
of Kentucky. 

The House and Senate conferees met 
on 2 days, February 17 and 18, and in 
2 days produced four conference reports 
on major bills. I believe all members of 
the conferences set some kind of a rec
ord by this prompt and responsible ac
tion and they should be congratulated. 

The four bills which are now on their 
way to the President for signature are: 
S. 2523, the Community Mental Health 
Centers Amendments of 1970; s. 2809, 
amendments to the Public Health Serv
ice Act for assistance to schools of pub
lic health; H.R. 11702, the Medical Li
brary Assistance Extension Act of 1970; 
and H.R. 14733, to amend and improve 
the health program for migrant workers. 

Mr. President, I think a brief descrip
tion of the health programs which were 
extended and improved by action of the 
Congress this week is appropriate at this 
point. 

s. 2523, the Community Mental Health 
Centers Amendments of 1970, extended 
for 3 years the program of assistance 
for construction of community mental 
health centers and contains a total au
thorization of $270 million for this pur
pose spread over the 3-year period. In 
addition, the bill provides for $155 mil
lion over a 3-year period for grants for 
staffing community mental health cen
ters, and both increases the share of 
Federal money which will be made avail
able and extends the Federal assistance 
in this area for 8 years. The bill would 
give increased emphasis to our efforts 
to meet the problems of alcoholism and 
drug abuse by nearly tripling the funds 
available for this purpose. The Congress 
authorized $105 million over 3 years for 
this improved and strengthened pro
gram. And finally, the Congress, rec
ognizing the growing problem of men
tal health in our youth and adolescents, 
provided a separate program to aid with 
mental health problems of children and 
provided an authorization of $62 mil
lion over the 3-year life of this pro
gram. 

Mr. President, this is a tremendously 
important blll to all our citizens. It will 
provide for better care in more local 
mental health facilities and for new 
treatments in areas which in the past 
have been neglected. 

S. 2809 extended for 3 years the pro
gram of formula grants for assistance to 
schools of public health, and increased 
the authorizations to fund projects for 
training in public health programs. 
Schools of public health are the only 
source to train vitally needed health pro
fessionals and this program has been 
strengthened and improved by this act 
of the Congress. It will help to fulfill a 
recognized need for additional public 
health manpower. 

The provisions of H.R. 11702, the 
Medical Library Assistance Extension 
Act of 1970, are extended for an addi
tional 3 years, with significant improve
ments in this very important program. 
The bill provides additional financial as
sistance for the construction of health 
library facilities so that our medical 
schools will have the necessary tools to 
assist in their educational efforts in the 
training of medical personnel. It will sup
port training of health librarians and 
information specialists to bring the new
est medical information to the attention 
of students and doctors alike. It will ex
pand and improve health library services 
by providing grants for additional re
sources in terms of medical and scientific 
journals and publications so that the best 
and latest thinking will be available to 
the medical profession. It will also sup
port the development and improvement 
of a national system of regional medical 
libraries so that information can be 
quickly transmitted from major central 
libraries to the area that has an im
mediate need for the information. 

To carry out these improved and 
strengthened programs, the committee 
authorized, over the 3-year extended 
period of the programs, an appropriation 
of $63 million. 

The fourth bill which was sent to the 
President this week by the Congress of 
the United States was H.R. 14733, which 
extended for 3 years the program of 
assistance in providing health services 
for our migratory agricultural workers 
and their families. Nine hundred coun
ties in this country furnish seasonal 
homes or work areas, or both, for an esti
mated 1 million migratory farmworkers 
and their dependents. 

Migratory farmworkers and their fam
ilies are the group most likely to be by
passed by national health gains. They 
are poor, they live in inadequate housing, 
and they are often geographically iso
lated. Less than $12 yer pear per migrant 
is spent for health care of these people 
as compared to $250 for the average per
son living in this country. The significant 
improvement in this legislation was to 
increase the group to whom services will 
be available by adding domestic migra
tory agricultural workers where the Sec
retary finds that the provision of health 
services will contribute to the improve
ment of health conditions of migratory 
workers and their families. In many 
cases it is impossible to distinguish be-
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tween migratory agricultural workers 
and domestic agricultural workers doing 
the same kind of work. Where these 
groups are mixed we would provide, in 
this new improved bill, health care for all 
since their health problems are the same. 

To carry out this improved health pro
gram, H.R. 14733 would authorize $75 
million to be appropriated over the 3-
year period covered by the extension of 
this program. 

Mr. President, I offer my sincere con
gratulations to the Congress for taking 
prompt and effective action this week to 
make significant improvements in the 
health programs designed to aid our 
people. 

LEONARD HICKS-A SUCCESS 
STORY 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, it is al
ways a pleasure and an inspiration to 
read about the success stories of Amer
icans. Such a story is "Success is a Jour
ney,'' which describes the brilliant rise 
to prominence of Leonard Hicks, head of 
the Leonard Hicks Organization. 

The article, which appears in the Jan
uary issue of the Sales Meetings maga
zine, gives the profile of a man who, in 
1945, after being discharged from the 
Army, opened a small office in Chicago 
and built the Leonard Hicks Organization 
into one of the largest of its kind in the 
world. 

Today, it has 22 divisions, 17 offices 
and in 1968 booked more than $101 mil
lion worth of business into hotels with 
which he has a representation agree
ment. 

Mr. Hicks has written five books on 
hotel sales. When only 29, he was elected 
president of the Hotel Sales Management 
Association, which also elected him as 
one of the first four members in its hall 
of fame. 

Sharing his love and good fortune with 
others, Mr. Hicks has adopted 15 child
ren in different countries around the 
world. He pays for their sustenance and 
education and offers personal support 
through letters, visits when possible, and 
job opportunities when they become old 
enough to work. 

Mr. President, I would like to afford 
Senators the pleasure of reading about 
this remarkable man and ask unanimous 
consent that the article on Mr. Hicks be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUCCESS Is A JOURNEY 

Leonard Hicks is a hotel representative, 
a pioneer in the field, and a man who runs 
an empire. The Leonard Hicks Organization 
is one of the largest in the world. It has 22 
divisions, 17 offices and in 1968 booked over 
$101 million worth of business into hotels 
with which he has a representation agree
ment. 

Hicks-pleasant, greying, stockily built and 
around 50-opened a small rep office in Chi
cago in 1945, three months after his dis
charge from the Army. 

The Hicks Organization has a reputation 
for having high-powered, top caliber execu
tives running the show ... and L. H. gives 
them their heads. "We don't designate any 
office as headquarters," he says in his di
rect, forceful style. "We obviously must have 

a clearing house for communications, but 
beyond that each office is autonomous. The 
burden of carrying their own weight is on 
the indiViduals running each office. 

"When I'm here (his Miami office could 
be considered administrative coordinator 
since he has a home nearby) half of the 
people here aren't even aware of it. They 
stand on their own and that's the way we 
all like it." 

Hicks has a devoted staff, partly it seems, 
because they think so much of him personal
ly and partly because they have unlimited 
opportunity within the bounds of the Orga
nization. 

Included in the staff of personnel are over 
150 sales and marketing people who last 
year helped bring the firm $34 million more 
in bookings than the year before, bring
ing the total over $100 million for the first 
time. 

How much help did computers give to
ward ringing up that total? Hicks see the 
computers in the hotel industry today as 
an aid in office operation, payroll preparation, 
keeping track of accounts and reservations, 
but until the computer can come up with 
"an instant sales manager," it should be used 
as a shortcut, not as a substitute for peo
ple in a people-oriented business. 

"Computers, properly programmed, should 
lend a great deal of sophistication to the ef
forts of individual hotels and firms who pro
gram them properly. However, the hotel mar
keting business is a people-oriented busi
ness. 

"Profits do not generate themselves ... 
they are generated by sales . . . and sales 
alone. Can a computer sell? It cannot. Can it 
think? It cannot. Hence, with the marvelous 
things it can do, it cannot do the everything. 

"Computer salesmen have claimed they 
can do anything, but they cannot. Plainly 
speaking, computers have been oversold." 

Hicks went on to elaborate on the fact 
that the role of a good hotel representation 
organization is often confused even in the 
minds of professionals. "Simply put," he 
says, "a rep does the work of a hotel sales 
manager if he could be in 15 places at one 
time, but we do much more. We act as an 
employe of the property represented in every 
capacity ... in generating sales, in helping 
to build the image, in dealing with the in
dustry on their behalf, in consulting on 
management problems, in recommending 
advertising and public relations, in develop
ment of group business, in forecasting busi
ness, in helping with direct mailing pro
grams, and in a thorough and complete 
knowledge of the area and the competition 
involved in the area. We even promote busi
ness to the entire area by cooperating with 
the tourist development boards, particularly 
in off shore areas." 

The hotel representative offers valuable 
services to meeting and convention planners. 

"Nearly half of our business volume is 
group business," says Hicks, "company and 
association meetings, conventions, seminars, 
and incentive groups. 

"We can tell the executive planning the 
meeting or convention what properties 
would suit his needs, check availability, 
secure rates, and wrap up the details with 
him locally. 

"We have a history in our files on the 
movements of most groups so we know 
where they have been and what properties 
they might consider for the future. We try 
to match the right people with the right 
hotel in the right location. We depend on 
repeat business and the one way to get it 
is to relieve the planners of many things 
that he would otherwise have to worry 
about. 

"We have the number of rooms available, 
their dimensions, the specs. We know what 
audio-visual equipment is on hand and 
where it is. We attempt to know our proper
ties inside out so that we can relieve him 

of worrying if a room is large enough, has 
enough outlets, or presents the right setup 
for films or slides. ' 

"It is part of our job to make his job easy 
for him. He tells us he wants a room for an 
assembly of all of his people on two occa
sions, needs 10 smaller rooms for workshops 
at another time, etc. We have the informa
tion about the facilities in our office as well 
as the rates and can match the right group 
With the correct facility. 

"All of this doesn't cost the client a thing. 
The rep receives his compensation from the 
hotel. Our contracts are usually three, four 
or five years' duration." 

Usually the representative's salary from a 
hotel is based on a straight monthly retainer 
plus an override on the amount of business 
booked. Arrangements vary greatly among 
the 500 reps in the business today, just as 
the value of the reps vary. 

"To group all reps into a common mold," 
says Hicks, "would be like grouping a deluxe 
hotel With a skid row dwelling." There are 
several good ones and a lot not so good, but 
this is true in most any business today. 

Hotel reps can help a hotel tremendously, 
according to Hicks, particularly when the 
chemistry between ownership, management 
and the rep is good. 

He pointed out that one property they 
took was grossing $1.8 million for the year 
and last year the rep alone booked $3.5 mil
lion into it. They have other properties they 
book over $4 million into With the highest 
being $6.9 million. 

The Hicks group has luxurious offices in all 
of the cities in which they are located in the 
U.S. and Canada. The New York and Miami 
offices are equipped with orientation the
aters. Newer offices include London and 
Frankfurt with Dallas, Buenos Aires and 
Singapore offices to be opened in early 1970. 
Offices in Stockholm, Caracas and Madrid 
will follow. 

The Hicks group recently entered the hotel 
management business. The new division does 
not affect the operation of the current rep
resentation organization but will comple
ment and enlarge on se.rvices now offered. 
The first two properties contracted were in 
Oceanus North and South in Freeport, Grand 
Bahama Island. 

"We are going to expand our management 
operation very carefully and very selectively," 
says Hicks. "We are in no hurry to prove any
thing and want properties that are compat
ible to our way of operating. We don't want 
any mediocre properties." 

That's pretty much the way he feels about 
everything. He can't tolerate mediocrity. He, 
himself, has excelled in several fields. He was 
an outstanding athlete at one time holding 
championships in boxing, handball, and golf, 
despite football injuries to knees and back. 
fie is a strong believer in physical fitness, 
swims most mornings in his pool at home, 
and works out every evening at a local spa. 

He was born in Chicago, son of one of the 
industry's best known hotel men, the late 
Leonard Hicks, Senior, who managed the old 
Morrison and Pick Congress in Chicago. 

His first job was at 15 as a key clerk during 
summer vacation from school. He later 
worked in hotel storerooms and in other 
departments before arriving in the hotel sales 
department which was to be his niche. 

He started his rep business in 1945 and 
"made money the first month. It was lucky 
I did as I was figuring expenses on a basis 
of when I went into the Army. When I got 
out they were a great deal higher. 

"The business took off right away and grew 
steadily. When we started we concentrated 
on group business only. I believe we were the 
first in this field to do that." 

Hicks has some other fascinating facets 
to his personality. He has written five books, 
all on aspects of -hotel sales, and donated 
receipts to the Hotel Sales Management Assn. 
of which he is a staunch booster. HSMA re-
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sponded to his years of service and dedication 
by electing him as one of the first four 
members in its Hall of Fame. 

He has set up, using his own time and 
money, and the time of his general counsel, 
the HSMA Educational Foundation which 
allows contribution of manuscripts to be 
published by the Foundation. 

When only 29, Hicks was elected president 
of HSMA. This was revolutionary at the time. 
He was not only very young for the honor, 
but was not a hotel sales manager . . . he 
was then a hotel representative. 

He won despite hot opposition but HSMA 
enjoyed a great year and Hicks recalls that 
"the ones that were most against me at the 
beginning wanted me to run unopposed for 
a second term. 

"I refused," he recalls laughing, "because 
that's an honor that you should have only 
once and then give someone else a chance. 
No one has run for a second term since." 

Hicks in another side of his charismatic 
character has adopted 15 children, each from 
a different country, such as India, Hong 
Kong, Israel, Italy, Spain, Argentina, Ja
maica. He pays for their sustenance and ed
ucation and offers personal support through 
letters, visits when possible, and job oppor
tunities when they get old enough for work. 

"In many areas," points out Hicks, "pov
erty is severe and their chances to earn a 
good living are slim. We intend to give them 
a dream-and hope-in the future. With 
proper education they can turn these dreams 
into realities and their desires into solid 
achievement. The answer lies in their own 
personal motivation. All we can supply is 
the opportunity." 

He recalls with a laugh some of the letters 
received from the children who are devout 
correspondents. Their letters seldom fail to 
brighten the day. 

"We love these youngsters and let them 
know it in many ways including telling them. 

"There is no such thing as a generation 
gap with these young people. All genera
tions need the help of all others." 

Leonard Hicks is an original kind of man
humble despite all his self-made success. 
Outspoken and frank, he is dedicated to 
being the best at whatever he does. But 
perhaps his main trait is his respect for 
others. He feels that all individuals deserve 
respect and he gives it. He gets great respect 
in return. 

And his favorite maxim sums up his unique 
view of life. "Success is a journey-not a 
destination." With him, getting there is more 
than half the fun. 

THE ABM 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, the 

Fargo Forum provided an interesting 
editorial recently dealing with President 
Nixon's and Secretary of Defense Mel
vin Laird's announcement that they will 
ask Congress for additional ABM sites. 
Because of the interest of my colleagues 
and the American people in this most 
important matter, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ABM EXPANSION PROGRAM SHOULD BE SLOWED 

When President Richard M. Nixon, by vir
tue of a tie vote in the Senate, got the neces
sary congressional permission and appropri
ation to proceed with a limited deployment 
of an anti-ballistic system in the last ses
sion of Congress, his razor-thin victory was 
accomplished because the administration 
convinced some doubting senators that the 
reliabilLty of the defense could be tested only 
with actual deployment. 

There were only two anti-ballistic missile 
sites to be a<:tivated, one in North Dakota. 
and one in Montana. The missiles to be in
stalled at these sites are designed to protect 
the U.S. intercontinental missiles planted in 
silos a<:ross the two states and aimed at 
Russia. 

But before the two sites even get well into 
the construction phase, President Nixon and 
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird have an
n-ounced that they will ask Congress for ad
ditional money to install ABM systems to 
protect the densely populated urban areas 
from a "minor power, a power for example 
like Communist China." Communist China 
is not a minor power, except for the fact 
that its intercontinental missile potential is 
regarded as second class. 

Mr. Nixon's expanded ABM program. car
ries with it a pri<:e tag that could easily 
stretch to at least $50 billion. Unquestion
ably he is going to have trouble convin<:ing 
some of the more reluctant members of Con
gress that an extension of the ABM system is 
needed at this time, long before the effective
ness can be demonstrated by the Montana 
and North Dakota installations. In view of his 
intense efforts to hold down federal spending 
in other areas, the President may not only 
lose the efforts to expand the ABM system, 
but he may also lose the authority to spend 
the money which was appropriated in 1969. 

For most Americans, the idea of stopping 
an attack of intercontinental missiles carry
ing nuclear warheads with defensive missiles, 
also tipped with nuclear warheads, is in the 
realm of science fiction. Perhaps the average 
citizen "' is beginning to hope that no one 
will ever again use nuclear weapons in any 
kind of war. 

But if this nation is attacked, the general 
public probably doubts that all of the incom
ing missiles can be stopped. If they can't all 
be stopped, then there seems to be little use 
to spending billions of dollars to put up an 
effective ABM S<:reen. Still, the public was 
willing that the nation go ahead with the 
first two installations so that the effective
ness of the ABM program could be tested. 
But to have the program expanded one year 
later, long before any actual test can be ac
complished, is certainly going to make the 
average citizen doubt the administration's 
arguments of last year, as well as the argu
ments for extension. 

Not only is the ABM still unproven, but 
also unproved are the administration's ex
planations that area protection is needed 
against China or some minor country. We 
think it would be a good idea for the admin
istration to slow down its expansion pro
gram at an early date in the new budget 
discussions. 

WELFARE REFORM 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on Feb

ruary 10, 1970, I introduced the National 
Basic Income and Incentive Act--S. 
3433-a bill which would replace the 
present welfare system with a Federal 
inc.ome maintenance system and give im
mediate financial relief to the States, not 
by a revenue-sharing plan but by letting 
the States keep more of their own money. 

By providing an adequate level of pay
ment, national standards of eligibility, 
and administra ton of the system on a 

· humane basis, s. 3433 would provide the 
kind of minimum standard of life that 
would allow those on welfare a real 
chance to break out of poverty and t,o 
become whatever their abilities and 
ambitions will permit. 

While the executive council of the 
AFL-CIO- was meeting in Bal Harbom·, 
Fla., this week, welfare reform was con
sidered. The council considered the vari-

ous proposals which are pending in Con
gress to reform the welfare system. It 
reached the conclusion that S. 3433 comes 
closest to meeting the requirements for a 
compassionate and equitable welfare 
program. 

The council commented on the need 
for welfare proposal to provide adequate 
work incentives and for those who can
not work adequate levels of payment. 
The council commented: 

The proposals in S. 3433 would implement 
both concepts by improved work incentives 
for those who can work and benefit pay
ments at no less than the poverty level to 
recipients who cannot work. 

I think Senators will find the state
ment of the AFL-CIO useful, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY THE AFI.r-CIO EXECUTIVE 
COUNCIL ON WELFARE REFORM 

The Administration's proposal for welfare 
reform, though manifestly inadequate, has 
had the merit of focusing public attention on 
the glaring deficiencies of the present welfare 
system. The Administration should be cred
ited for recognizing the need for a Federal 
minimum floor under what are often pitifully 
meager welfare payments and Federal eligi
bility standards, improvements the AFL-CIO 
has long advocated. It has also proposed an 
income floor of $90 a month for public as
sistance recipients who are aged, disabled 
and blind, the so-called "adult categories." 
But the level of payments proposed by the 
Administration for famiiles wtih children, 
$1600 for a family of four, is grossly inade
quate and other features of its plan are 
equally unacceptable. 

It is essential that the whole area of public 
welfare be put in its proper perspective. No 
conceivable reform of welfare can solve all 
of America's domestic and social ills. Indeed, 
to pretend it can, makes correction of these 
ills impossible. Public welfare cannot -assume 
the responsibility of providing education, 
health, jobs, housing and legal services, or 
eradicating racial discrimination, or supply
ing many other unfilled social needs. In 
fact, public welfare exists in part because 
of the failures in other areas to meet human 
needs. 

Public welfare should have one basic pur
pose-to get cash into the hands of those 
unable to provide for themselves. Therefore, 
there is just one valid criterion for both 
eligibility and the payment amount: need. 
But that need must be assessed realistically 
and humanely so that people forced to de
pend on public welfare can live in decency, 
as measured by acceptable standards in to
day's America. 

The AFL-CIO long opposed the former 
practice of reducing dollar-for-dollar pay
ments to welfare recipients who were able 
to obtain jobs We therefore welcomed the 
1967 amendment which, though inade
quately, instituted for the first time federal 
participation in financing of work incen
tive payments. But incentives for those 
who can obtain jobs must not be used as an 
excuse to hold at sub-poverty levels in
comes of welfare recipients who cannot 
work. The proposals in S. 3433 would imple
ment both concepts by improved work in
centives for those who can work and bene
fit payments at no less than the poverty 
level to recipients who cannot work. 

The AFL-CIO is convinced that if public 
welfare is to adequately meet the need of 
poor Americans, it must be a federal wel
fare program, with adequate payments based 
on the sole criterion of need, and with fed-
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eral financing and administration of welfare 
costs. In order that all needy people wlll be 
treated a.llke, it must eliminate the existing 
artificial categories which have resulted in 
inequitable treatment of some needy people 
and complete denial of assistance to others. 

The Administration's proposal of a. Fed
eral minimum payment of $1600 for a fam
ily of four would leave welfare recipients 
receiVing it, mired far below the poverty 
line. The $1600 represents less than half of 
the poverty level and will be even less ade
quate in 1972 when the plan is supposed to go 
into effect. Even with the addition of $750 in 
food stamps that the Administration has 
recommended, such families would still 
have to eke out a living at approximately 
40 percent below the poverty level. 

The proposed payment level is so inade
quate that less than 20 percent of present re
cipients of aid to families with dependent 
children (AFDC) would receive higher pay
ments. Though present stipends average 
only $10 per person per week, over 5 mil
lion would not benefit at all from the Admin
istration's proposal. Moreover, since it fails 
to provide for periodic updating, payments 
might be held at present sub-poverty levels 
indefinitely while living costs continued to 
climb. 

Since Federal financing above the $1600 
level would be discontinued, AFDC recipi
ents now getting more than this amount 
might find their benefits cut. Increases would 
depend wholly on 100 percent financing 
from strapped state and local treasuries. 

The Administration bill would continue 
mandatory work and training programs for 
welfare recipients. People cannot be forced 
into jobs that do not exist. They can't take 
training programs that aren't yet function
ing or put their children in day care centers 
that haven't been built. America should pro
vide people with adequate education, pro
vide upgraded training where needed for the 
underemployed, make jobs available which 
pay at least the statutory minimum wage, 
make day care centers available for children 
of mothers who want to work and make de
cent health care available to everyone. 

A fundamental fallacy in the Administra
tion's proposal is its fatalistic attitude to
ward the existence of the working poor. It 
was the AFL-CIO which first directed at
tention to the shameful fact that millions of 
Americans who work full time receive such 
low wages that they and their families are 
forced to live in poverty conditions. To cor
rect such conditions, the labor movement 
has fought through the years to extend 
minimum wage coverage to all workers and 
to raise the minimum wage to a decent level. 
Today, that is, at the very least, $2 an hour. 

The Administration seems to have lost 
sight of one fundamental fact. Most poor 
families in America with an actual or poten
tial breadwinner can be lifted from poverty 
if their wages are at a decent level. If this is 
done, only the incomes of large families in 
which there is only a single person working 
at the minimum wage would still be below 
the poverty level. But for the rest of the 
working poor-and there are millions of 
them-the simple solution for poverty is 
that employers be required to pay decent 
wages. For those who cannot obtain private 
emp_loyment, we need a large-scale public 
service employment program providing well
planned useful jobs paying at least the stat
utory minimum wage. 

The Administration's proposal would re
quire welfare recipients to accept "suitable" 
work or training as determined by the Labor 
Department. Only the old, sick, disabled, 
school children and mothers with children 
u~der 6 ~ears of age would be exempt from 
this reqmrement. But no criteria are estab
lished as to what work or training is "suit
able" or what wages must be paid on the 
Jobs to which welfare recipients are referred. 

Thus, despite some small improvements, we 
cannot support the Administration's welfare 
proposal. It would leave most recipients in 
poverty and could force many of them into 
dead-end jobs paying substandard wages. 

Instead, the AFL-CIO calls for a. bold new 
approach to public welfare geared to the 
needs and the potentialities of millions of 
poor Americans. The main features of such 
a program should: 

1. Provide uniform national standards of 
eligibility and payment amounts no lower 
than the poverty level. Payments should at 
least keep pace with living costs. This will 
require a federal welfare system. 

2. Provide that employable welfare redp
ients, without children in their care, be able 
to participate in work or training, with suit
ability standards set by the existing time
tested criteria in the unemployment-com
pensation system. There should be no refer
ral to jobs paying substandard wages or in 
which a labor dispute exists. 

3. Provide no hidden subsidies to sub
standard employers. S. 3433 would maintain 
full welfare payments for recipients who 
refuse to take jobs paying less than the mini
mum wage. But this is not enough to assure 
that unconscionable employers will not ex
ploit welfare recipients. There should be a 
fiat prohibition of payments supplementing 
substandard wages so that if employers wish 
to employ welfare recipients, they will have 
to pay t~em at least the minimum wage. 

4. Provide adequate day care services for 
mothers who wish to engage in training or 
employment. This will require sizeable Fed
eral funds for training of personnel and con
struction of facilities. Appropriate Federal 
standards should be established for day care 
so that it will be an enriching experience for 
the children involved. In addition, other 
critical gaps in social services must be closed 
in foster care, adoptions, protective services 
for children, counselling and guidance and 
legal services for the poor. 

5. Administer public welfare on a decent, 
humane basis recognizing that its partici
pants are dependent disadvantaged Ameri
cans who deserve not further punishment 
but ungrudging help. Separation of social 
services from the payments machinery is one 
important way of meeting this objective. 

In summary, the AFL-CIO calls for a fed
eralized public welfare program with pay· 
ments at no less than the poverty level. The 
proposals made in S. 3433 come closest to 
meeting the requirements for a compassion
ate and equitable welfare program. For the 
recipients who can work, there must be 
available adequate training leading to suit
able jobs at decent pay. For all other needy 
persons, adequate payment levels should be 
supplemented by a massive expansion of day 
care, health, counselling, rehabilitative and 
other supportive services. 

In short, we call for a Federal welfare pro
gram that brings both security and dignity 
to its recipients. 

STOPPING INFLATION 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on Febru

ary 22, 1970, the New York Times pub
lished an article by Edwin L. Dale, Jr., 
entitled "Inflation Hurts-And Stopping 
Inflation Hurts." Mr. Dale, as each Mem
ber of this body knows, is a member of 
the Washington bureau of the New York 
Times and a widely respected writer on 
economic affairs. 

The objectivity of the press has been a 
matter of fairly widespread discussion 
Iat~ly. There are, of course, many com
petmg pressures that tend to induce re
porters and editors to make more of a 
story than what might really be its in
trinsic value. Every Senator has had 

some personal experience with news 
inflation. 

However, economic writers march to a 
different kind of drummer. It is virtually 
impossible to make out of raw economic 
statistics copy that will compete with the 
latest lurid bedroom murder or campus 
demonstration. Spared the need to com
pete with such fare, writers on eco
nomics have the great luxury of working 
with the facts. Their reputations hang 
not on whether they get it first or most 
dramatically but on whether their analy
sis is borne out. 

I know of few men, if any, in this field 
who have a record as good as Mr. Dale's. 
I personally find this one of his best 
pieces of writing, and I will not be sur
prised to find that the future course of 
the economy follows pretty much the 
path he foresees. I commend this article 
to my colleagues and ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
INFLATION HURTS-AND STOPPING INFLATION 

HURTS 
(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.) 

WASHINGTON .-"Those WhO place their 
bets on inflation will lose their bets. Those 
who place their bets on a cooling of inflation 
will win their bets." 

With those words, spoken in mid-Novem
ber, Richard Milhous Nixon automatically
if perhaps not consciously--established a 
major test for himself, one almost as signifi
cant as that presented by his Vietnam pol
icy. He spoke to an unconvinced society. 

His economic test will measure his deter
mination to stay with a tough fiscal and 
monetary policy when unemployment begins 
to rise, as it inevitably will. In a sense, the 
test will also measure the value judgments 
of a society. Most Americans probably do 
not understand very well the mysteries of 
Federal Reserve monetary policy or deficits 
and surpluses in the national budget; but 
there is an instinctive and accurate realiza
tion that curbing inflation means producing 
a much more sluggish economy and a rise 
in unemployment; it means, in other words, 
slower economic gains for most of us, at 
least temporarily. 

The President, Congress and the people 
will face this year what the economists call 
the "trade-off." Their reaction will, in all 
probability, have a major effect on the course 
of the American economy and society as well. 
In a real way the question is: Can our mod
ern society, with all its troubles, face up to 
the problem of inflation at all? 

It is unfair to attempt the answer with
out disclosing one's own value judgment. 
Mine is that it is more important to our fu
ture well-being to halt inflation decisively 
in 1970 and 1971 than it is to retain our pres
ent degree of full employment. I believe that, 
socially as well as economically, we will be 
better off if we require some additional hun
dreds of thousands of men and women to 
suffer some weeks of unemployment. Politi
cians do not put it in those blunt terms, but 
they are the only fair terms. I do not like 
the consequences of the choice, but, in the 
words of Arthur Okun, President Johnson's 
chief economic adviser and a man of unques
tioned repute: "Yes, Virginia, there is trade
off." One must choose. 

The President and, equally important, the 
seven-man Federal Reserve Board-now with 
a new chairman, Arthur F. Burns--must 
choose. Economic policy was easy in the Nixon 
Administration's first year. There was no 
reasonable alternative to a program of fiscal 
restraint (a surplus in the budget accom-
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plished by a firm curb on spending and the 
extension of the income-tax surcharge) and 
monetary restraint (the Federal Reserve's re
duction almost to zero of the growth of 
money and bank credit in the economy). Ex
cept for such people as health researchers, 
whose budgets have been cut, and home 
builders, who are starved for credit, there 
have been few complaints. But that was be
cause the policy took so long to become effec
tive. Now it is doing so. And according to 
Paul McCracken, the chairman of the Presi
dent's Council of Economic Advisers, this 
year is going to be "uncomfortable," even 
"painful"; it will see rising unemployment 
and falling profits with, at first, a continua
tion of rising prices-in short, the worst of 
all possible worlds. 

There is even a distinct possibility of a 
recession-an actual downturn in our total 
production and employment---4l.nd a worse 
rise in unemployment than anyone wants 
to see. This is not part of the Government's 
aim. but it cannot be ruled out. The enfant 
terrible of the nation's economists, Milton 
Friedman of the University of Chicago, has, 
because of the monetary restraint carried out 
so far, unequivocally predicted a recession, 
and some experts think tha-t one may have 
already begun. 

Whether Friedman is right in foreseeing a 
recession or the Administration is correct 
in hoping for only a prolonged slowdown 
(which would also increase unemployment), 
the historical evidence suggests that infla
tion will be brought under control after a 
lag. And in either case, there will be some 
misery this year. 

In the face of that misery, can the Presi
dent and the Federal Reserve stay with their 
program? Can they restrain themselves from 
pumping up the economy again when trou
ble brews? And what of the impact on the in
dividual? Who must suffer if a national purge 
is necessary to stop inflation? What ab01.1t 
the Congressional elections of 1970? 

An examination of those questions is de
pendent upon an understanding of why the 
trade-off problem exists. Many people-par
ticularly liberals, but some conservatives, too 
-think that it need not exist. One rather 
simplistic school just wants to wish it away: 
"There must be something wrong with the 
system if stopping inflation means that peo
ple must lose their jobs." A theory popu
lar among laymen is that inflation is neither 
caused nor cured by Government fiscal and 
monetary policy but is closely tied to union
induced wage inJCreases or the excessive prof
its of large corporations. 

There is no mathematical equation that 
can demonstrate such views to be wrong; all 
we can do is examine the conclusions of the 
experts. By no means do economists have 
an unblemished record in either forecasting 
or policy prescription in the postwar era, but 
neither has their record been dismal. And 
they are the only experts we have. They differ 
on some things, but on two crucial things 
they very largely agree: 

By far the most important determinant of 
inflation or relative price stability, of boom 
or slump, is demand, and demand is power
fully influenced by Government fiscal and 
monetary policy. 

The importance of demand was examined 
in November in a brilliant paper by G. L. 
Bach of Stanford University. "Nearly all 
economists," Bach said, "recognize today that 
monopolistic business or · labor groups can 
exert only limited inflationary pressure on 
the economy unless aggregate demand is 
growing to validate the higher wages and 
prices these monopolists set." 

It is worth recalling in this connection 
the years 1958 to 1965. We had unions then, 
too. We had "big business." We had Con
gressional inquiries into the power of the 
steel industry, for example, to push up its 
prices even when demand was falling. But the 
American price level, for all intents and pur-

poses, was stable. The consumer price index 
rose by about 1.5 per cent a year (com
pared to about 6 per cent now), and in
dustrial wholesale prices, balancing the in
creases with the decreases, were absolutely 
fiat. If steel went up, something else, like 
chemicals, went down. There was, in other 
words, no inflation, which suggests that 
union wage demands and corporate profit
seeking do not make it inevitable (after all , 
while all of our corporations supposedly seek 
profits, most are subject to pretty effective 
price competition, and only a quarter of our 
labor force is unionized). 

It is true, of course, that the wage costs 
already built into the economy will cont inue 
to exert upward pressure on prices and that 
bargained wage settlements will be large 
again this year. This is one of the chief 
reasons why all sides agree that inflation 
cannot be stopped quickly. Even the high 
interest rates that have accompanied infla
tion and the effort to slow it are a cost ele
ment for some industries, notably public 
utilities, whose capital investment require
ments, and hence borrowing requirements, 
are high relative to labor and materials costs. 
The huge increase in the prices of most 
metals in 1969 is another built-in element 
that will tend to work its way through to 
prices. 

Still, the historical record is clear: If de
mand is reduced and the Government follows 
a policy of restraint for a reasonable length 
of time, prices will eventually stablllize. We 
have not had perpetual inflation in the 
United States in the postwar period, con
trary to popular belief, and there is no reason 
why the present dangerous inflation should 
prove permanent, despite the forces working 
to keep rising prices." 

If excess demand causes-or, more pre
cisely, starts-inflation, as it has done in 
the Vietnam period since 1965, the only way 
to stop it is to reduce demand, probably 
for a long time. But less demand obviously 
means less production, and less production 
means less employment. In other words, there 
is a trade-off. Okun, a liberal, has come un
der fire from fellow liberals for his state
ment of the truth: 

"When markets are exceedingly weak no 
businessman will dare raise his prices for 
fear of losing his markets, and no workers
organized or unorganized-will demand sig
nificant wage increases for fear of losing 
their jobs. The problem of curing inflation 
is difficult and demanding only because we 
will not take this decapitation cure for the 
headache of rising prices." 

This situation, Okun continued, "gives the 
economist the obligation of telling the na
tion a most unhappy fact of life: if the 
American public insists on a better price 
performance than it is getting, it must ac
cept some extra unemployment and some 
sacrifice of output and real incomes." 

McCracken, who is widely respected by 
his Democratic counterparts, summed up re
cently in an off-the-cuff remark in a group 
of businessmen his feelings on the problem 
of checking inflation: 

"I don't know of any evidence or any ex
perience which suggests that this kind of 
thing can be done without the necessary 
fiscal and monetary measures. I don't know 
of anything in our own experience or any
thing in international experience which 
would suggest that this could be done unless 
you put fiscal and monetary restraints into 
place and, moreover, unless these policies are 
sufficiently restrictive so that they cause a 
certain amount of pinching and binding and 
a certain amount of pain." 

There is no point in going further. If 
these are not truths, all the textbooks will 
have to be rewritten. William McChesney 
Martin Jr., who has just retired as chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board, says simply: 
"You can change the nature of demand and 
alter the composition of supply, but you 

can't abolish the law of supply and demand. 
This is a law we must reckon with always." 

Though the Government has been working 
for almost a year through its fiscal and 
monetary policy to slow the growth of de
mand, it took along time for the economy to 
show any results. But by the end of the year 
there was not much room for doubt; all the 
indicators were showing the same thing, 
slowdown. The effects on the price level were 
still almost invisible, but that was always 
true this early in the game. There remained, 
however, a legitimate question of whether 
the slowdown in demand and output would 
last long enough to do any good. 

There are those who think that it will not. 
Such men as Pierre Rinfret, the flamboyant 
business consultant, believe that the econ
omy-and, with it, prices and wages-will 
go right on booming this year. There is some 
ground for this skepticism. 

It has to do primarily with the American 
political process and the way Government ex
penditures and revenues are determined. 
Even before Mr. Nixon started the final stages 
of his budget-making process these things 
had happened: 

Social Security benefits had been in
creased by 15 percent. 

The income-tax surcharge was due to ex
pire-partly a decision by the President, but 
a decision made in the weary assurance that 
Congress would never again extend it, as all 
the Congressional leaders said. 

The tax reform and reduction bill, while 
putting off most revenue loss until later 
years, was due to reduce collections some
what (beyond the expiration of the sur
charge) in calendar 1970 and fiscal 1971. 

The uncontrollable items in the budget-
such things as interest on the debt, Medi
care and veterans' benefits-and probably 
the pay of Government workers as well , were 
heading up by $7-billion or so. 

Despite these problems, the President has 
managed to come up with a fairly credible 
budget of $200.8-billion showing a modest 
surplus of $1.3-billion. Fiscal policy is hard
ly massively restrictive-and probably not 
as restrictive as it ought to be. But the 
budget is consistent with the basic strategy 
of continued restraint on the economy. 

Unfortunately, there is no assurance that 
by the time Congress gets through the 
budget will still be showing a surplus. There 
is a growing feeling in Washington that a 
rational fiscal policy verges on the impossible 
in the United States, given the diffused state 
of power and responsibility in Congress. The 
awareness that Congress in 1969 was acting 
in a fairly inflationary fashion on both ex
penditures and revenues-and the resulting 
belief that fiscal policy was beginning t.o 
soften-probably contributed to the business 
community's decision to increase again this 
year its investment in plant and equipment. 
This would not happen if business were con
vinced that mM"kets were going to be weaker 
and stay weaker for some time to come. 

But despite concern about Congress, the 
Administration's economic team is reason
ably confident that fiscal policy will be firm 
enough this year to keep the policy of over
all restraint on track. A major reason for 
the confidence is a conviction that monetary 
policy is, if anything, more powerful than 
fiscal policy. Mr. Burns and his men can 
keep monetary policy as tough as they want 
as long as they want, though this year will 
probably see some relaxation of the severe 
restraint that characterized most of 1969. 

Herbert Stein, an owlish-looking, quietly 
humorous man who is probably the leading 
economic intellectual in the Nixon Adminis
tration, has begun to wonder aloud whether 
fiscal policy matters much at all. Stein, a 
member of the Council of Economic Advis
ers, keeps pointing out that the budget 
swung from a deficit of $25-billion in fiscal 
1968 to a surplus of $3-billion in fiscal 1969, 
by far the biggest swing in modern history, 
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and nothing much seemed to happen in the 
way of sharply checking the economy or its 
inflation. Noting that there wlll be a far 
smaller shift in the budget the other way 
this year, but also noting that monetary 
restraint continues, he remarks: 

"What is astonishing is that after the ex
perience of the last year, this prospective 
shift in the budget position should be as
signed as much weight as it commonly is in 
appraising the outlook !or inflation. . . . 
The expiration of the surcharge strengthens 
the case for expenditure restraint and for 
caution in other policy, but it does not 
mean that the anti-inflation game is lost." 

At another point, Stein said: "Continua
tion of these policies will reduce the rate of 
inflation ... There is no record of long con
tinuation of the present rate of inflation 
with anything like the present degree of 
restraint. Uncertainty among economists 
about the size and timing of the effects of 
restrictive financial policy does not extend 
to the point of asserting that the effects are 
zero." 

It is well at this point simply to accept the 
evidence of history. Mr. Stein is right. Even 
with a mild swing away from restraint in the 
budget, the policy, over-all, is stm very re
strictive. If it does not work, we shall be 
faced· with a situation equivalent to that 
facing the doctors who discovered that bleed
ing was not, after all, the best cure for dis
ease. There is no evidence yet that we need 
be concerned on this score; the history of 
the postwar period shows that restraint 
works. 

Who gets hurt when restraint does work? 
Here some figures are necessary. John F. 
Kennedy took office as President in Janu
ary, 1961, at the bottom of the fourth post
war recession (albeit a mild one) and at the 
end of four years of sluggish economic 
growth (meaning, of course, sluggish demand 
and little inflation). In that month, there 
were 1.6 million Americans who had been out 
of work for 15 weeks or longer. 

Subsequently, as we all know, the Govern
ment gradually adopted a policy of stimu
lating the economy, notably through the tax 
cut of 1964. The stimulation was overdone, 
as we also all know, following the interven
tion in Vietnam. And that is why we have 
inflation. But in late 1969 the number of 
unemployed who had been out of work for 
15 weeks or longer was down to a rockbottom 
figure of a little more than 300,000 in a total 
labor force of more than 82 million. What is 
more, the modest rise in unemployment that 
occurred in 1969 as the policy of restraint 
began to have an effect has not changed the 
figure for the long-term unemployed-the 
hardship unemployed-so far. 

In a typical recent month, a total of 3 
million people were unemployed. Who were 
they? 

Teen-agers seeking their first jobs. 
Housewives looking for "second incomes" 

who have not yet found their first jobs since 
re-entering the labor force. 

Machinery, auto or cannery workers who 
have been laid off temporarily, most of whom 
are receiving unemployment compensation. 

People who have moved and are seeking 
employment in their new locations. 

Finally, a relatively small minority who 
qualify as hardship cases because of the 
duration of their unemployment. 

There are some interesting aspects to the 
figures. The 200,000 increase in the number 
of unemployed from December, 1968, to De
cember, 1969, can be accounted for entirely 
by white workers. Though the figures for 
one or two months are not conclusive, Negro 
unemployment at the end of 1969 was at its 
lowest point in 17 years. Only 40 per cent of 
the 2.6 million people who were unemployed 
in December, 1969, had lost their jobs; the 
rest were new entrants or re-entrants into 
the labor force. Contrary to conventional be
liefs, widespread layoffs are not the common 

experience in modern America, nor are they 
likely to be the common experience in a 
slowdown. It would be harder to get a job, 
but job losers would not necessarily increase 
much. 

It is true that there have been some lay
offs in the automobile industry, and there 
will be others in the more cyclical manufac
turing industries. But less than 30 per cent 
of our nonfarm payroll employment is in 
manufacturing. The bulk of our labor force 
is now employed not in direct production but 
in transport, distribution, government and 
services, where jobs are much steadier. 
Chrysler lays off people when demand falls, 
but this is not true of the supermarket or 
the telephone company or the bank, not to 
mention the public school system or the po
lice department. 

What all of this says is that there is no 
direct connection between a rise in the na
tional unemployment percentage and a rise 
in serious hardship. Still less necessarily is 
there a conneotion between a rise in the na
tional unemployment percentage and "so
cial unrest." Ghetto unemployment, particu
larly among teenagers, has been relatively 
high all along. The riots occurred when un
employment was about as low as it could get 
nationwide, and there is little evidence that 
a rise in the national unemployment rate 
toward 5 per cent from 4 per cent is, by it
self, likely to increase social unrest--or in
deed the basic social-racial problem. It may, 
but it may not. We have no reason for assum
ing, a priori, that it will. To make that as
sumption is the equivalent of assuming that 
!at corporation profits or union-induced 
wage increases are the cause of inflation. 

Mr. Okun and others are quite right in 
pointing out that a rise in the unemploy
ment rate creates real losses, even if it does 
not add much to genuine "hardship" unem
ployment. In the kind of slowdown we are 
talking about, more than half a million peo
ple who had held steady jobs may suffer five 
weeks of unemployment during the year. 
This will cut their income (and their spend
ing-and, of course, inflation); it is no fun. 
But one must choose. This is the only way to 
check inflation-to get the rate of price in
crease down from its present 6 per cent, as 
measured by the consumer price index, to 
as little as 2 per cent. 

A final thought on this point is rele
vant. Britain's unemployment rate, as are
sult of "austerity," has moved up from a 
fairly stable 1.5 per cent of the labor force 
to a fairly stable 2.5 per cent. Ten, or even 
five, years ago this would have been regarded 
as a prescription for social, and certainly 
political, disaster. In fact, there has been 
almost no outcry and the British economy is 
at last doing better. 

Why is the price of added unemployment
even if it does not imply massive hardship-
worth paying? Why not just take the in
flation? 

This is the hardest question of all for a 
democracy to answer. What is more, it is 
hard for the experts to answer. No man can 
say with total assurance that X will lead 
toY-that the continuation of inflation will 
lead to some kind of truly massive hardship 
or permanently reduced well-being. 

We are well aware that inflation hurts the 
aged and others living on fixed incomes. We 
all know that it hurts some of the poor 
(though some others, who get jobs or higher 
pay as a result of a tight labor market, bene
fit). We all know that inflation hurts savers 
and buyers of insurance policies-which 
means most of us. But it is not enough to 
say all this. All of us would prefer a rela
tively stable price level just because we 
would prefer it; but would we inflict some 
extra weeks of unemployment on hundreds 
of thousands of our fellow citizens in order 
to get it? 

There are considerations that go beyond 
the immediate problems of the aged, the poor 

and buyers of insurance. In one recent 
month, for instance, more than 20 state and 
local governments were unable to sell bonds 
to finance desirable improvements because 
the interest rate was too high for them. 
And the interest rate was high because of 
inflation. 

In the last year, the annual rate of hous
ing starts in a nation rapidly approaching 
the point of housing shortage has fallen 
from 2 million to 1.3 million. Why? Because 
of inflation's impact on interest rates as well 
as on other elements of construction. 

In the autumn of 1969, absolutely sound 
public utilities and telephone companies 
were paying close to 9 per cent interest to 
sell bonds that were needed to keep our 
country going, and some of the bonds did not 
sell. There has been no collapse yet, but if 
inflation continues-and such lenders as in
surance companies and pension funds con
tinue to insist (legitimately) on higher and 
higher interest rates--one day the utilities 
and many others may not be able to raise 
capital at all. And 90 per cent of the long
term capital in this country is raised through 
bonds, not through the stock market, de
spite its charisma and public attention. 

Troubled men are worried about such 
things. The financial markets have been 
swept by a dangerous disease called "infla
tionary expectations." The result is higher 
interest rates for the home buyer (who must 
pay 8 per cent or more for a mortgage) as 
well as the electric company. The financial 
actions and inter-actions involved in this 
are complex, and even economists and bank
ers do not pretend to understand all of them. 
There is little doubt, however, that infla
tion is at the root of what is happening to 
interest rates and to the bond market; and 
there is little doubt that developments in 
both areas imply real danger. 

Sidney Homer of the Wall Street firm of 
Salomon Bros. & Hutzler, a historian of 
American finance, points out the problem: 

"Under Johnson, the policy of 'no reces
sion ever' became explicit and was widely 
accepted by economists, both of the left and 
of the right, and by a large preponderance of 
businessmen. This naturally touched off a 
capital-goods boom. Prices and costs started 
to rise after years of stability .... Finally, in 
recent years, civil disorders and social-reform 
proposals have seemed to provide an even 
more positive assurance that recessions will 
be politically unacceptable at any time ever 
and at any cost .... Such an assured point of 
view is entirely novel, and I believe it is the 
basis for the expectations of unending infla
tionary prosperity which have developed over 
the last three years. These expectations are 
basically responsible for our high rate of in
flation and our capital market distortions." 

Why lend your money-which is what buy
ing a bond is-if inflation is going to erode 
the interest return? No one can be sure that 
capital will dry up in this country. But in a 
real sense it has dried up elsewhere--in Bra
zil, for example, a country that is as old as 
we are, that has perpetual infiation and that 
is very poor. If investment patterns in the 
United States change markedly because of in
flation, it is likely that we shall all be poorer. 

Another reason to feel a little frightened 
about continued inflation is, in a sense, as 
intangible as bonds and interest rates; it is 
the international monet-ary system. Douglas 
Dillon, the former Democratic Secretary of 
the Treasury, had some words in early De
cember that are at least worth noting: 

"The proper function~ng of the interna
tional monetary system is wholly dependent 
upon a sound and relatively stable dollar. 
Our continued inflation at home threatens 
that stability. Without a stable dollar, world 
trade as we know it today would not be pos
sible .... This is the one circumstance I can 
foresee that could cause a worldwide reces
sion or even a depression. We ourselves could 
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not escape such a phenomenon. Therefore, it 
is urgently in our own interest to so conduct 
our monetary and fiscal affairs that we put 
an end to the current inflation as rapidly as 
possible." 

Mr. Dillon, incidentally, also said that we 
would "have to pay a noticeable penalty" to 
st op inflation, including "more unemploy
ment than we would like and smaller profits 
for business than is pleasant." 

And there is one more reason to feel a 
sense of urgency about ending inflation: It 
has been a primary cause of the financial 
crisis of the cities. An enormous portion of 
local governments• expenditures go to wages 
and salaries; in an inflationary economy, the 
cities have had no choice but to give large 
pay increases to teachers, policemen and sub
way motormen; and revenues, based in good 
part on local property taxes, have not risen 
proportionately. This financial crisis is a 
much bigger obstacle to social progress than 
a small rise in unemployment. 

Back to the President. No man can say for 
certain how he-or the Federal Reserve, 
which is largely independent-will face up to 
the agony of 1970. The guess here is that he 
means what he says, which signifies that 
when things slow down the Government will 
be very cautious about letting demand ex
pand rapidly again. It signifies that a fairly 
prolonged slowdown will be a~cepted as the 
only way to kjll the inflation and, even more, 
inflationary expectations. 

McCracken, the chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisers, has told businessmen 
that after the "valley" of a severe slowdown 
this year, demand will not again be permit
ted to rise as rapidly as in the last four in
flationary years. This means that when 
policy, particularly monetary policy, is at 
last eased, it will not switch as in the past 
to one of pumping up the economy at a 
rapid rate. If the Government means what it 
says, we may be in for a sluggish economy 
well into 1971. 

The President's economic report to Con
gress predicts a flat economy for the first half 
of this year, making three quarters of no 
growth, with some rise in unemployment. 
Though the strategy calls for a resumption 
of the rise in demand, and hence growth, 
in the second half, the rise is to "moderate" 
so as to be "consistent with continued 
progress in reducing the rate of inflation." 
And even this expansion is not guaranteed; 
unemployment could easily be a persistent 
problem all through 1970. 

If one agrees that there is no doubt about 
Mr. Nixon's present intentions, what about 
the 1970 elections? What about "political 
pressure" as unemployment creeps up? 

Here again, there are some widespread a!;
sumptions that may be wrong. Economic is
sues, including unemployment, can be im
portant, but they invariably make up only 
part of a cluster of issues. If the President is 
making progress in extricating the country 
from Vietnam, that could easily swamp al
most anything that is happening in the 
economy. For at worst 94 or 95 out of every 
100 of us in the labor force will still be work
ing. There might even be some progress on 
the inflation front by late 1970, which would 
make the Administration case a good deal 
more attractive. 

In any event, there will be pressure, in 
part political. The President says, at least, 
that he has made his choice: that the policy 
of stopping inflation must go on, even 
though it causes pain. If he means it, he can, 
with the help of the Federal Reserve, stop 
inflation, though not completely in 1970. In
flation is no more inevitable than Vietnam, 
and it is much easier to see the solution: as 
tough a budget as Congress will permit and 
a sharp limitation on the growth of money 
and credit. But each man-and especially the 
President-must decide for himself whether 
the price (unemployment and some severe 
business losses) is worth paying. I! we are 
to stop inflation, it will have to be paid. 

CXVI--332-Part 4 

CHARGES AGAINST TRAN NGOC 
CHAU 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
yesterday we learned of the latest chap
ter in the case of the Vietnamese legis
lator, Tran Ngoc Chau. On Monday Chau 
was sentenced by a military tribunal to 
20 years at hard labor, ostensibly because 
of contacts with his brother, a North 
Vietnamese intelligence agent, which he 
did :riot report to the South Vietnamese 
authorities. On Thursday Chau was 
taken by the police from the National 
Assembly Building in Saigon to jail. 

The charges against Chau are re
garded by many as a transparent pretext 
for silencing one of the most outspoken 
critics of the Thieu regime. The manner 
in which Chau's immunity was lifted 
and his trial conducted raises serious 
questions regarding President Thieu's at
titude toward the Vietnamese Constitu
tion and the justification for continued 
American respect or support for the 
Thieu government. 

For the benefit of those who may not 
have followed the most recent develop
ments in the Chau case may I point out 
that the petition used to justify the lift
ing of Chau's parliamentary immunity 
is apparently of dubious constitutional
ity. Two appeals on this point are pend
ing before the Vietnamese supreme 
court. These appeals apparently should 
have entitled Chau to freedom pending 
decision. Furthermore, the authenticity 
of some signatures on the petition has 
been challenged. At least one Vietnamese 
deputy is reported to have declared be
fore the trial that his signature had been 
forged and another has apparently asked 
that his name be withdrawn from the 
petition. Even if the constitutionality of 
the petition procedure is upheld, since 
the petition requires the signatures of a 
majority of the members of the assembly 
to be effective, the elimination of these 
two names would mean that the petition 
would not suffice to lift Chau's immunity. 
I should add that it has been widely re
ported that several of the other signa
tures on the petition were obtained by 
threats and blibery. 

Mr. Chau was apparently tlied and 
sentenced without benefit of counsel. Ac
cording to a story by Mr. Robert G. 
Kaiser in Wednesday's Washington Post, 
the tlibunal was unexpectedly convened 
an hour earlier than its normal start
ing time with the result that Mr. Chau's 
attorney had no opportunity to present 
his case. Mr. Kaiser reported that the 
court accepted, without question, the 
prosecution's suggestions for punish
ment. 

As I explained on an earlier occasion, 
the circumstances of the Chau case seem 
to show that President Thieu's charges 
against Chau are politically motivated. 
Furthermore, it appears that the Amer
ican Embassy bears a measure of re
sponsibility in this matter. Despite warn
ings of Chau's intention to disclose his 
past relationships with Americans, and 
I know that there have been such rela
tionships, and despite recommendations 
from some American officials that the 
Embassy assist Mr. Chau, mission offi
cers have been ordered to keep hands
off the Chau case. The apparent rea
son for this decision is our unwillingness 

to do anything which might displease 
President Thieu. 

The real reasons for President Thieu's 
campaign against Chau and our hands
off policy seem to have little to do with 
Chau's contacts with his brother. Such 
contacts among members of Vietnamese 
families, divided by the war, are not at 
all unusual. Furthermore, Chau's con
tacts were known to high American au
thorities in Vietnam at the time they 
occurred. More recently, some of the best 
informed and most experienced Amer
ican officials in Vietnam have said that 
they know of no grounds for believing 
that Chau is a Communist. It is interest
ing to note that although Chau's contacts 
with his brother han been known to the 
Thieu government at least since April 
1969, and that Chau had openly ac
knowledged them in July, Thieu did not 
begin to press his charges against Chau 
until November 1969. 

President Thieu's campaign against 
Chau must be considered against the 
background of Chau's open advocacy of 
a negotiated political settlement to the 
war. Because of the strength of Viet
namese sentiment for an end to the war, 
Chau's espousal of talks with the NLF 
apparently made him a potentially dan
gerous political rival and threatened to 
undermine Vietnamese support for con
tinuing the war. 

As I have stated before, Chau's cre
dentials as a Vietnamese nationalist and 
opponent of communism are not ques
tioned by those who are familiar with 
his record and his views. Given that fact, 
Chau's belief that peace can come only 
as the result of direct talks between Sai
gon, North Vietnam and the NLF takes 
on added significance. Chau wrote on 
this point in January 1969: 

We have the right to call the National 
Liberation Front by a hundred terms which 
are bad, vile and most servile, but we must 
admit that this organization exists in re
ality, and that there could never be any peace 
talks which could bring an end to the war 
if we did not agree to make some conces
sions to this organization and thus to satisfy 
some of its minimum demands. 

We have done this before with regard to 
some armed opposition groups. Why can't 
we do it again with regard to the National 
Liberation Front? Is it because this Front 
is Communist or dependent on the Com
munists? 

That is the truth. 
But at present, both we and the U.S. have 

realized that our army and the army, tech
nical ability and resources of the most ad
vanced modern power in the world can't ex
terminate them and because of that, we are 
forced to talk with them at the conference 
table. 

Whether we like it or not, we are com
pelled to discuss the methods of ending the 
war in order to restore peace. 

The unwillingness of the United States 
to intercede on Chau's behalf is perhaps 
all the more understandable when one 
notes that Chau blames the United 
States for the failure of the Paris nego
tiations. In the same interview quoted 
above, Chau said: 

In the past the U.S. has proven its power 
through the evolution and shifts of power 
among the patriots and scoundrels among 
the leadership of the Vietnamese nation, and 
at present the U.S. is still the most 1n1luen
tia1 power from our local level to the cen
tral government and from the companies and 
battalions to higher echelons. 
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If the U.S. had withdrawn some assist

ance items or some supply items, certainly 
what happened to President Diem, to the 
regime prior to 1963, would have happened 
to President Thieu, to the present regime. 

With its available open and secret power, 
the U.S. is the main obstacle which blocks 
Viet Nam on the road to war or peace. If 
the U.S. does not agree with the RVN. 

Therefore, let us demand that the U.S. re
consider its attitude at the Paris peace nego
tiation and at other peace talks to come. 

It strikes me as unfortunate that the 
Embassy and the State Department are 
unable to maintain an attitude toward 
Vietnamese internal affairs which will 
permit such nationalists as Tran Ngoc 
Chau to play an active and constructive 
role in the pursuit of peace and the 
building of a truly democratic society in 
Vietnam. Instead, we find ourselves, 
once again, the willing servitor and 
apologist of a regime which seems to ex
ploit the American presence, in the cause 
of self-perpetuation and not, as our rhet
oric would have us believe, for the sake 
of self-determination. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HRUSKA 
AT HEARINGS ON VOTING RIGHTS 
ACT 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the 

Senate will begin consideration of the 
Voting Rights Act next Monday. We will 
be discussing the administration proposal 
and a simple extension of the 1965 act. 

The Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
HRusKA) is ranking Republican on the 
Constitutional Rights Subcommittee 
which has been holding hearings on 
these proposals. On February 18, he pre
sented a statement to the subcommittee 
in support of the administration pro
posal. Many of us have not yet taken 
a position on this legislation. I found 
Senator HRusKA's statement most in
formative and think it should be placed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for OUr re
View and consideration over the weekend. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HRUSKA 

Mr. Chairman, last July this Subcommittee 
had hearings on a number of Senate pro
posals to amend and to extend the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. Our hearings on those 
Senate bills were extensive and balanced. We 
heard from many witnesses, including At
torney General John Mitchell. Since our 
hearings a House bill has been considered 
and enacted by the House to accomplish this 
purpose. That bill is H.R. 4249, which, to
gether with the Senate bills on which testi
mony was received in our hearings, is now 
pending before this Subcommittee. 

H.R. 4249 was introduced in the House at 
the same time that S. 2507 was introduced 
in the Senate. They were identical bills, and 
were introduced on behalf of the Nixon Ad
ministration. Since the 1965 Act expires this 
August, the Administration sought to intro
duce appropriate legislation early in the 9lst 
Congress to permit enactment before the 
existing law expired. This was a laudatory 
goal, and the Department's prompt sponsor
ship has permitted the Congress to move 
forward. Only Senate action is now required. 

The bills before this Subcommittee, and 
those considered by the House, fall into two 
basic categories: those that seek merely to 
extend the 1965 Act, and those that seek to 

amend as well as extend the 1965 Act. H.R. 
4249 seeks to amend as well as to extend. 
The difference, in my opinion, is primarily 
that of ·approach rather than of objective. 
They share the same fundamental purpose, 
that is, to enforce the guarantee of the 15th 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution that the 
right to vote shall not be denied on account 
of race or color. 

Both approaches are committed to the 
need to make more effective the voting rights 
of our citizens who are being denied the 
vote due to racial discrimination. However, 
H.R. 4249 goes further. It seeks, in addition, 

. to make more effective both the rights of 
persons nation-wide who are denied the op
portunity to vote because they are under
educated and the rights of those who are 
denied the opportunity to vote in presiden
tial elections because they cannot meet lo
cal residency requirements. 

Both approaches provide procedures for 
the appointment of federal voting observers 
and examiners. The 1965 Act, however, ap
plies this procedure only to six states and 
parts of three others. H.R. 4249 would, on 
the other hand, extend this procedure to 
every state of the nation. 

Both approaches provide procedures for 
challenging the laws of states or political 
subdivisions which are allegedly discriminat
ing against the right of citizens to vote due 
to race or color. Again, basic remedies of the 
1965 Act apply only to six states and parts of 
three others. H.R. 4249 would apply to all 
states equally. 

I think these differences are strong argu
ments for H.R. 4249. The Nixon Administra
tion unqualifiedly supports this proposal, 
and the House, by a majority vote, adopted 
this proposal. Let us consider its broad 
merits. 

First, it abandons the onus of regional 
legislation that exists with the 1965 Act. The 
Act was passed, as I recall, for the purpose 
of bringing extraordinary remedies to bear 
on a few states of the union where voting 
discrimination seemed most prevalent. This 
judgment was based on the registration and 
voting records of these states in the 1964 
presidential election. The Act's formula was 
a departure from the general rules of good 
legislation, and I feel, was a troublesome 
precedent for the future of our federal-state 
relations. The Congress, however, considered 
the problem to be critical and the formula 
contained in the 1965 Act to be the only 
solution. I want the record clear at this 
point that I voted for that Act, and am 
satisfied that the remedies applied had salu
tary results. We were told at our hearings 
last year that over 800,000 Negroes have been 
registered in the covered states since passage 
of the Act. 

Mr. Chairman, times and circumstances 
change. Problems, while once critical and 
demanding of extraordinary remedies, over 
time evolve toward solutions. Registration 
in these affected states is now as good or 
better than in many other states in the 
union. Extraordinary remedies, in my opin
ion, should be necessary only to restore a 
situation to circumstances that can be dealt 
with by traditional and proven procedures. 
In my opinion, that time has come. 

Next, H.R. 4249 extends the scope of the 
Attorney General's power to correct abuses 
of the 15th Amendment rights anywhere in 
the country. This bill grants him direct au
thority to send federal voting observers and 
examiners to any of our fifty states. It clar
ifies his power to bring lawsuLts and obtain 
injunotions against discriminatory laws in 
any state or political subdivision in the na
tion. It extends his power, once a particular 
case of discrimination has been proven in a 
court of la.w, to suspend future laws or prac
tices in the appropriate states or subdivisions 
as long as the federal court having jurisdic
tion considers it necessary. Thus, while H.R. 
4249 would relieve the six presently covered 
states from the burden of re~ional legisla-

tion, it would not weaken the Attorney Gen
eral's ability promptly to correct voting 
abuses anywhere in the nation, including 
those states. 

I think that it is obvious that discrimina
tion does not exist in just one part of the 
country. Unfortunately, discrimination oc
curs in different places, in differing degrees, 
all over the country. The Administration's 
recommended bill would extend coverage of 
the Voting Rights Act to all of those in
stances of discrimination. 

A third change from the present Act is 
that the Administration's bill will return the 
thrust of enforcement back to the judicial 
processes and away from the administrative 
procedures which now exist. This is impor
tant. Our system of government is based on 
checks and balances, and the judiciary has 
been the most consistently reasonable and 
fair arbiter in this system. Administrative 
procedures, in place of judicial remedies, 
might be necessa.ry under extraordinary con
ditions, but should not be extended once the 
basic conditions improve. The unreviewable 
suspension power of the Attorney General 
over state and local laws contained in the 
1965 Act is such an administrative power; it 
has served its function. Registration and 
turnout of voters in the covered states has 
greatly increased. Let us now return to our 
courts of law. 

Furthermore, H.R. 4249 prohibits the use 
of literacy tests in any state in the nation. 
The 1965 Act was directed at the discrimina
tion against Negroes in southern states re
sulting from use of literacy tests. However, 
it is becoming a well-known fact that literacy 
tests have the effect of discriminating against 
all educationally-disadvantaged citizens, of 
all races and colors. As Attorney General 
John Mitchell stated during the Subcommit
tee hearings last July: 

"The widespread and increasing reliance 
on television and radio brings candidates 
and issues into the homes of almost all Amer
icans. Under certain conditions, an under
standing of the English language, and no 
more, is our national requirement for Amer
ican citizenship. 

"Perhaps, more importantly, the rights of 
citizenship, in this day and age, should be 
freely offered to those for whom the danger 
of alienation from society is most severe
because they have been discriminated against 
in the past, because they are poor, and be
cause they are under-educated. As responsi
ble citizenship does not necessarily imply 
literacy, so responsible voting does not neces
sarily imply an education. Thus, it would 
appear that the literacy test is, at best, an 
artificial and unnecessary restriction on the 
right to vote." 

A recent study shows that, in general, 
states of the North and West which have 
literacy tests have lower registration and 
turnout rates than those without literacy 
tests. It can be little doubted that literacy 
tests in all states that have them inhibit 
voting by minority group persons. A nation
wide ban on literacy tests, as proposed in 
H.R. 4249, would add numbers of education
ally-disadvantaged black and whites, Mexi
can-Americans, Puerto Ricans, and American 
Indians to the voting rolls. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Administration 
bill will limit the application of state resi
dency requirements in presidential elections. 
It may be reasonable to require a period of 
residency for local elections, but such a re
quirement has no relevance to presidential 
elections. Presidential elections receive na
tion-wide coverage, and the issues are nation
wide in scope. The Bureau of the Census in
dicates that 5.5 million persons were unable 
to vote in the 1968 presidential election due 
to local residency requirements. In an in
creasingly mobile society, this problem must 
be resolved. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the members of this 
Subcommittee, and the witnesses who appear 
before us, to retain sight of the goo.l which 
we all share. That goal is to guarantee the 



February 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 5287 
right of each citizen to vote, recognizing in 
this guarantee that voting is the most funda
mental right in a democratic society. The 
prominence of this right to the durability 
of our system, and the dedication we all share 
to enforcing that right, should lend dignity 
and calm reason to our inquiry. 

The results under the 1965 Act are impres
sive, and all thoughtful men recognize that 
the Act has served the extraordinary pur
poses for which 1t was enacted. On the other 
hand, the facts and circumstances on which 
its regional remedies were based have 
changed. We should not assume that it is 
necessary to preserve the Act without change 
in order to continue the most active nation
wide enforcement of the r ight to vote for all 
of our citizens. 

LESTER MADDOX 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the recent 
action of the Governor of Georgia, Lester 
Maddox, in handing out ax handles in 
the restaurant of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives was an outrage and a dis
grace. What a sickening thing to have 
happen, and Representative CHARLES 
DIGGS was quite right in trying to get 
Governor Maddox to come to his senses 
and correct his boorish behavior. 

An editorial in today's Washington 
Star expresses my sentiments, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

GIVE HIM THE Ax 
The people of the sovereign state of Geor

gia, of course, like those of the other states, 
are entirely within their rights to elect any
one they wish as governor. They have exer
cised that right by electing Lester Maddox, 
who sprang to fame as a fried chicken king 
passing out ax-handles to customers so they 
could beat off any Negroes attempting to 
enter his emporium. 

Also, it may be recalled that Calvin Coo
lidge, in another connection, noted that the 
fools of the nation are entitled to some rep
resentation in the government and they 
usually get it. 

That said, there remains little excuse one 
can think of for the Georgians allowing their 
interesting specimen to come to Washington 
and pass out his weapons in the restaurant 
of the House of Representatives. 

Coming as it did, just as the Stennis 
amendment has obscured, to say the least, 
the congressional intent to desegregate 
schools, Mr. Maddox's performance was a 
sickenlng reminder of some of the frighten
ing realities behind the appeal to reason so 
loftily asserted by Senators Stennis and 
Ribicoff. 

Mr. Maddox, it is said, is an amusing ad
junct of his state house, receiving daily 
long lines of the people in somewhat the 
manner of a feudal lord and even going out 
to the byways if the people fail to show up 
in quantities sufficient to suit him. 

Surely some simple method can be devised 
to keep him there. He represents a problem 
that should be solved by, not flaunted in, 
the nation's Capitol. 

IMPENDING GAS SHORTAGE 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, during 
the controversy over oil import controls, 
I and others have warned that any de
cline in exploration and development of 
domestic oil reserves would also affect 
natural gas supplies. 

There is a definite interrelationship 
between gas and oil which affects not 

only discoveries but, basically, the type 
of capital commitment, total capital 
commitment, and incentive for an 
industry. 

During hearings before the Senate In
terior Subcommittee on Minerals, Ma
terials, and Fuels last November, the 
chairman and members of the Federal 
Power Commission testified that the 
wellhead price of natural gas was the 
most fundamental and controlling as
pect of supply and that the exploratory 
effort of the industry is related entirely 
to gross revenues. When revenues have 
gone up, there has been a greater ex
ploratory effort. 

One of the commissioners who testi
fied during these hearings, Carl E. Bagge, 
recently came out in favor of deregu
lation by the Federal Government of 
natu.ral gas prices at the wellhead and 
called the cost-base area-rate approach 
a failure. 

In commenting on a deepening supply 
crisis on natural gas, Commissioner 
Bagge said that after a decade of in
dustrywide cost-based area rates, the 
regulatory process is equally as frus
trated as it was in 1960. 

I certainly agree with Commissioner 
Bagge's hypothesis that market forces 
rather than Federal control must pre
vail in pricing gas at the wellhead and 
I ask unanimous consent that an article 
from the Oil Daily, which reported a 
speech in which he expressed his views 
and recommendations on producer gas 
rate regulation, be printed in the RE<JORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Oil Daily, Feb. 25, 1970] 
AREA-RATE APPROACH "A FAn.URE": BAGGE 

CALLS FOR DEREGULATION OF NATURAL GAS 
PRICES AT WELL 
COLORADO SPRINGS.-A top federal natural 

gas regulator came out here Tuesday in fa
vor of de-regulation by the federal govern
ment of natural gas prices at the wellhead
calling the cost-based area-rate approach a 
failure. 

Commissioner Carl E. Bagge of the Federal 
Power Commission unleashed his bombshell 
recommendation at the 65th annual meet
ing of the Mldwest Gas Association at the 
Broadznoor here. · 

Bagge, who has shown increasing irritation 
with the inability of the FPC to come to 
grips with the deepening supply crisls on 
natural gas, pointed out that a decade ago 
the FPC had jettisoned-utility approach to 
producer gas rate regulation becam:e it was 
unworkable. 

Then it opted for the area-rate style of 
regulation, proposing that prices be set on 
the over-all financial requirements of the 
producing industry as a whole. 

"Today," Bagge declared, "after a decade 
of industry-wide cost-based area rates, the 
regulatory process is equally as frustrated 
as it was in 1960. 

"If we are ~andid, it must be acknowledged 
that we have failed the 'practical test' which 
we established for ourselves in Permain (the 
Permain Basin precedent-setting area-rate 
decision of FPC, upheld in every particular 
by the Supreme Court). 

"Individual company rate-making having 
been determined to be unworkable and cost 
based area rate making having been demon
strated to be unworkable, the necessity for 
squaring producer prices with the market 
should now be clear 

"In the short term this overrlding fact 
must be refiected in the adoption of indices 
which at least recognize market realities. In 

the long run, however, the market will in
evitably prevail and regulation will be totally 
ineffectual to influence price. 

"We are obliged, therefore, to establish the 
policies now which will permit the inevitable 
a :.cendancy of market forces to operate in 
such a way as to work for the public just as 
they do in most other areas of our econOinic 
life. 

"This, in the final analysis, can only be 
achieved if the market can operate unfet
tered by regulation and if government poli
cies are evolved which will affirmatively en
large the supply base by broadening the base 
supply and increasing the ~upply sources. 

"This, I submit, is the new goal of this new 
decade. It znust be achieved by a national 
commitment which insures that the poten
tial which this industry offered to the qual
ity of life will be fully realized in this decade 
and in the decades to come." 

Bagge said the opening of the decade of 
the 70s is the time to reappraise goals and 
determine whether. they are relevant. 

This goes double for government regula
tors, he asserted. 

Just as the nation's transportation poli
cies must be coordinated, Bagge said, so 
must those in e very other area of govern
ment business regulation. 

He said the adversary hearing process, 
based on combative economic interests that 
has characterized the regulatory process up 
to now, will become "increasingly anachro
nistic in the decade of the seventies." 

Even now, Bagge said, this process can no 
longer cope with many of the vast policy is
sues confronting regulation today. 

To back up his hypothesis that market 
forces, rather than federal control, must pre
vail in pricing gas at the wellhead, Bagge 
made these points: 

( 1) To meet rising and new d~mands, the 
gas industry must, as a matter of national 
policy, "be stimulated" as an aggressive 
force in the energy economy. 

(2) Government responses must "be made 
relevant" to that goal. 

(3) Domestic gas supplies are growing 
short and the nation is looking to high-cost 
gas supplies from foreign sources. 

( 4) A new "LNG technology" is being 
shackled into the "conventional utility mold 
by the extension of the Natural Gas Act." 

( 5) "Discernible cracks" are already evi
dent in the "regulatory dike" on gas prices, 
in view of continuing inflationary forces and 
the inability of the industry to meet big, new 
deznands for gas. 

(6) There is an "immediate nee<!" based on 
existing circumstances, to establish indices 
that will give weight to "market forces" in 
pricing gas at the FPC. 

(7) The FPC can't continue gathering 
vast volumes of cost data during time-con
suming rate proceedings, so alternatives 
"must be adopted to the existing controver
sies regarding cost analysis and cost meth
odology-and they must be adopted quickly." 

(8) But, even adoption of alternatives now 
would merely provide a short-range solu
tion to the problem. 

(9) The most immediate threat of a breach 
in the present regulatory dike lies in pro
posals for large imports of gas from Canada 
to Midwestern markets at higher prices. 

(10) Farther west, another break may be 
caused by long-range proposals for Canadian 
imports at still higher prices. 

( 11) In less than three years, further 
"breaches" in federal control are threatened 
by proposed imports of base-load LNG from 
Algeria "at substantially higher prices." 

( 12) If imports are needed in large quan
tities, both in liquid and gaseous form, at 
much higher prices than those now prevail
ing, "we must then acknowledge that the 
market will have effectively and irrevocably 
swept away the dike of producer regulation." 

He said that regula.tion, under such cir
cumstances, "cannot then escape the un
pleasant fact that it will have been deluged 
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by the very market forces for which it was 
intended to substitute." 

Any response by the FPC could no longer 
be "honestly regarded as 'price' regulation," 
Bagge said. 

He said that "we delude ourselves" if the 
ritual of regulation is seen as the real solu
tion to the problem. 

THE BALTIMORE CITY COUNCIL 
SPEAKS OUT ON VIETNAM 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the 
connection between the financial costs 
of the war in Vietnam and the shortage 
of funds for our cities is becoming in
creasingly clear. The resources of the 
United States, like those of the indi
vidual taxpayer, are not infinite; con
sequently we must critically question 
how we use our resources. The Baltimore 
City Council has unanimously passed a 
resolution calling for an end to the war 
in Vietnam and a redistribution of funds 
to Baltimore and other large cities to 
meet its ills. I ask unanimous consent 
that city council resolution 1075, ex
pressing concern that the needs of the 
cities are going unmet while the war in 
Vietnam continues, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

City Council Resolution expressing con
cern that the needs of the cities are going 
unmet while the war in Vietnam continues. 

The City Council is deeply concerned 
about the urgent problems that face Balti
more and other large cities in this country. 
Baltimore is taxing its own resources almost 
to the limit and in so doing places a particu
larly heavy burden on its citizens. While the 
United States is rich in natural and human 
resources, our riches are not endless. The 
war in Vietnam has taken its toll in human 
resources and in the expenditure of monies. 
All citizens want to see an end to this con
flict as soon as possible coupled with a sub
sequent redistribution of Federal funds 
which may help the economy of our local 
subdivision; now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the City Council of Baltimore: 
1. That this Resolution be an expression 

of support for the stated determination of 
the President of the United States to ex
tricate the United States from this war as 
rapidly as possible and in keeping with our 
own nation's security, honor, and best in
terest. 

2. That the Federal Government make 
available to Baltimore and to other large 
cities of this country, sums of money suf
ficient to permit the elimination of the crit
ical conditions now existing in Baltimore 
and other large cities of the nation. 

3. That a copy of this Resolution be sent 
to the President of the United States, and 
to the United States Senators and Congress
men from Maryland. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH AND 
FORT DETRICK 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, with 
his renunciation of lethal biological and 
cheiJlical warfare and his concern for 
environmental quality, President Nixon 
has taken positions deserving universal 
acclaim. At this moment, the President 
has a unique opportunity to concretely 
demonstrate his resolve in both areas by 
converting facilities at Fort Detrick, 

Frederick, Md., into an environmental 
research center. 

Fort Detrick has a plant and person
nel with potential which should not be 
rendered useless by the dispersal of its 
present teams of scientists and techni
cians. 

Moreover, the dismantling of Fort De
trick would have a severe effect on the 
town of Frederick which has close eco
nomic and cultural ties with the center. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an editorial from the Frederick 
Post, calling attention to this problem, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DETRICK CAN IMPROVE LIFE 

As the Nixon administration ponders the 
future of its multi-milllon dollar military in
stallation at Fort Detrick now that the na
tion has renounced all bacteriological war
fare except for defense, we trust that it will 
give due weight to the thoughtful and well 
documented suggestion of Senator Charles 
McC. Mathias that it be converted into the 
nation's environmental research center. 

As the senator well points out in his let
ter presentation for the plan to the Presi
dent, "the personnel team and physical plant 
at Fort Detrick are ideally trained and 
equipped to positive and constructive prog
ress in preserving and improving the environ
ment." 

And he well adds: "The goal of improving 
the quality of human life is more closely
related to the individual goals of members 
of the Fort Detrick team than has been pop
ularly recognized. The potential is both real 
and large and the opportunity is fleeting." 

Frederick has a tremendous stake in the 
continuance of Fort Detrick as a govern
mental facility. As the largest employer in 
the area, its economic impact upon the en
tire community is of surpassing magnitude 
and its cultural ties are close. 

At the present time its future is heavily 
clouded with doubt. Obviously, under the 
humanitarian policy enunciated by President 
Nixon under which the nation renounces bac
teriological warfare production of such weap
ons on the scale that has been carried out 
at Fort Detrick becomes unnecessary. 

There have already been two layoffs of em
ployees at the facility and another is in the 
cards for March. And a high level spokesman 
for the installation in an address to the Ki
wanis Club recently in which he frankly ad
mitted that morale is sagging told the group 
that he expects to see an exodus of the 
younger PhDs. employed there on a voluntary 
basis. 

Obviously, this is what Senator Mathias 
so frankly warns the President of-the disin
tegration of the smoothly functioning team 
which has done a remarkable job as long as 
its efforts were required. 

Reminding the President that Frederick is 
his home town, the senator said: 

"I know the unique role that the scien
tific community at Detrick has played both 
in the civic and cultural life of Frederick 
and in performing the job which the De
partment of Defense assigned to it in our 
nation's security interests. . 

"It is a remarkable community. Those who 
have been involved in it are reluctant to 
see its members dispersed as a result of 
uncertainty of future use of the excep
tional research facilities there. 

"The scientific community without a sig
nificant role and mission is often an un
happy community. These are not merely 
people looking to preserve their jobs. They 
are people who believe--and properly so-
that the unique facilities at Fort Detrick 

should not be casually dismantled by their 
government." 

And, continuing, he added: "They will not 
long work for a body without a soul. The 
best brains there will have the best alterna
tives and will go first and fastest. To retain 
the finest members of this distinguished 
team you will have to move quickly." 

Truer words were never said. This is no 
issue to get bogged down in the bureau
cratic system of the Pentagon. Too much is 
at stake both for the future of Frederick 
County but the personal happiness of the 
Detrick staff. 

A member of the management team at 
the military facility in his address to the 
Kiwanis Club predicted that the fate of 
Fort Detrick will be decided within the next 
two months. 

But he frankly admitted that top per
sonnel at the installation are as much in the 
dark as to the future of the facility as is the 
general public. 

This is not good. The crying need of the 
70s is an intelligent scientifically-oriented 
attack on the forces which are ruining the 
environment of the American people. 

We agree with Senator Mathias that the 
laboratories and scientific knowhow of the 
facility are ideally qualified to attack this 
job and trust that President Nixon will give 
due weight to the suggestion. 

MRS. HELEN DELICH BENTLEY 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, my home 
State of Nevada, which I have the great 
honor of representing, is landlocked and 
far in miles from an ocean. However, one 
of its natives has distinguished herself in 
the maritime field, both in the newspaper 
field and in Federal service. 

I refer to Mrs. Helen Delich Bentley, 
a native of the copper-mining town of 
Ruth, Nev., a graduate of White Pine 
County High School in Ely, Nev., and a 
former student at the University of Ne
vada, and at one time a member of the 
senatorial staff of the late Senator James 
G. Scrugham of Nevada some years ago. 

On Thursday, January 22, 1970, at the 
163d commencement exercises at the 
University of Maryland in College Park, 
Mrs. Bentley was honored by being 
awarded a doctor of laws degree, as 1,700 
persons received other degrees. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the doctor of 
laws degree received by Mrs. Bentley ap
pear at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection the text was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
HONORARY DEGREE, HELEN DELICH BENTLEY, 

DOCTOR OF LAWS 

Helen Delich Bentley, nominated by Presi
dent Nixon in August, 1969, to serve as mem
ber and chairman of the Federal Maritime 
Commission, was confirmed by the U.S. Sen
ate two months later. 

Prior to joining the Federal Maritime Com
mission, Mrs. Bentley had a distinguished 
career as maritime editor of The Baltimore 
Sun, during which time her "Around the 
Waterfront" column was syndicated in many 
major newspapers. 

Mrs. Bentley has received numerous honors 
and awards for her contributions in the mari
time field. She was the only woman aboard 
the tanker SS Manhattan when it made its 
recent historic trek through the Arctic waters 
of the Northwest Passage. 

Born and reared in Ruth, Nevada, Mrs. 
Bentley attended the University of Nevada for 
one year. She then moved to Washington, 
D.C., where she studied at George Washing-
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ton University and worked for the late Sena
tor James G. Scrugham of Nevada. She later 
received the bachelor of journalism degree 
from the University of Missouri. 

ACTION NEEDED NOW ON OIL 
IMPORT REPORT 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, the 
President's Task Force on Oil Import 
Controls has released an incisive re
port which calls for the gradual elimina
tion of the oil import quota system as it 
presently exists. 

The Washington Post, in an editorial 
entitled "New Oil Import Policy in Or
der," recognized that the time for fur
ther study has passed and that the ac
tion on the report must be taken now. 

The Post correctly states that the task 
force has considered the myriad con
tingencies involved in eliminating the 
quota system and has come to the con
clusion-the only conclusion possible
that our national security will not be 
harmed, but rather will be strength
ened by a steady and deliberate phase
out of the present system. 

It has become all too obvious that the 
administration has decided to place par
tisan politics above the needs of the 
residents of the Northeastern States. I 
hope that this attitude will change and 
that the consumer's interest will replace 
President Nixon's personal political in
terest. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NEW OIL IMPORT POLICY IN ORDER 
The President's Cabinet Task Force on Oil 

Import Control has cut the ground from 
under the existing quotas. The quotas were 
established during the Eisenhower adminis
tration in the belief that protection of the 
domestic oil industry was essential to the 
national security. The task force under the 
chairmanship of Secretary of Labor Shultz 
has now found, after months of study, that 
"the present import control program is not 
adequately responsive to present and future 
security considerations." 

With only two members of the Cabinet 
level group dissenting, the report makes a 
devastating case against the present system. 
It "has spawned a host of special arrange
ments and exceptions for purposes essen
tially unrelated to national security, has im
posed high costs and inefficiencies on con
sumers and the economy, an.d has led to un
due government intervention in the market 
and consequent competitive distortions." The 
cost to consumers runs to astronomical sums. 
Without the controls, the task force con
cluded, the domestic wellhead price of oil 
would fall from $3.30 per barrel to about $2, 
the world price. The result would be a sav
ing to American consumers of about $5 bil
lion annually now and more than $8 billion 
by 1980. 

The Shultz group does not, however, rec
oxnmend any drastic or abrupt termination 
of the policy. "Complete abandonment of im
port controls at this time," it concluded, 
might cause economic dislocations and might 
not be consistent with national security. 
The task force urged instead a phased-in lib
eralization of the policy, beginning with a 
tariff of $1.45 per barrel designed to replace 
the quotas and further relaxation as war
ranted by changes in the supply situation. 
It is essentially a modest and cautious pro
gram and deserved a better reception at the 

White House tha-n the non-committal state
ment the President issued. 

Some risk would be present in any policy 
that might be adopted. The task force esti
mated that if North America should be denied 
all Eastern Hemisphere and Latin American 
oil in what it calls a "one-year supply crisis" 
in 1980, about 21 per cent of the United 
States and Canadian demands would remain 
unmet. But we shall be increasingly depend
ent upon foreign oil in any event because 
domestic use is growing faster tha.n the sup
ply. The security risks in being dependent 
on the Middle East for this oil are obviously 
greater than those involved in obtaining it 
from Venezuela and other closer sources. So 
the task force has suggested preferences and 
sa.feguard arrangements designed to increase 
the assurance of adequate oil without emer
gency interruptions. Probably the most un
certain element in the present picture is the 
development of the Alaska reserves. For
tunately, the policy recoxnmended in this 
study would make ample allowance for ad
justment to the anticipated :flow Qf oil from 
Alaska when and if it becomes a reality. 

It is understandable that the President 
wishes to analyze the report with care. His 
creation of a new Oil Policy Coxnmittee to 
monitor the problem on a continuing basis 
may be a good sign, as are the discussions 
with Mexico, Venezuela and Canada. But the 
country will be expecting some positive ac
tion on the basis of the task force findings. 
It would be indefensible to allow this heavy 
burden on consumers to remadn untouched 
in the face of persuasive findings that it is 
not even serving the nation's security in
terests effectively. 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY: FAMILY 
PLANNING 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, on Feb
ruary 19 of this year, the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) 
appeared before the Health Subcommit
tee of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare and delivered an ex
cellent statement on the population prob
lem in this country. His remarks revealed 
both a deep understanding of the popu
lation issue and a desire for remedial 
action. 

As one of the leading environmental
ists in the Senate, one who was battling 
to preserve the quality of life in this 
country while others were still silent, the 
Senator spelled out the critical relation
ship between unchecked population 
growth and the deterioration of our 
environment. As he put it: 

There are . . . many causes of the en
vironmental crisis, but certainly one of the 
most important, if not the most important, 
is our expanding population. 

The Senator also drew on the :1ear
ings he has chaired on the labeling of 
oral contraceptives to point out the ur
gent need for more research to develop 
safer, more foolproof contraceptives. 

In addition, I was most pleased that 
the Senator used his appearance before 
the Health Subcommittee to endorse S. 
2108, legislation I introduced last year 
to provide voluntary family planning 
services to all who desire them and to 
increase biomedical and contraceptive 
research. 

I strongly recommend the Senator 
from Wisconsin's excellent statement to 
all who are concerned with the family 
planning and population problem in 
America. Therefore, I ask unanimous 

consent that the Senator's testimony be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the testimony 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STATEMENT OF HON. GAYLORD NELSON, A 

UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF WISCONSIN 
Senator NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I am ap

pearing here today in support of Senator 
Tydings' Bill, S. 2108, which I have co
sponsored. 

The environmental crisis is ultimately the 
most serious crisis that we will have to face. 
The havoc we are bringing to the natural 
resources we have inherited will insure the 
end Of life on this planet as we know it if 
something is :not done about it today. 

The tremendous strain that a highly in
dustrialized society like ours makes on the 
environment which supports it just may 
break the delicate balancing of nature with 
catastrophic effects. 

There are, of course, many causes for the 
environmental crisis, but certainly one of the 
most important, if not the most important, 
is our expanding population. 

The seriousness of unchecked population 
growth is suggested by Paul Ehrlich, "Too 
many cars, too many factories, too much 
detergents, too much pesticides, multiplying 
contrails, inadequate sewage treatment 
plants, too little water, too much carbon 
dioxide-all can be traced easily to too many 
people." 

Most of you here today already know of 
the dramatic and serious consequences of an 
unrestrained, spiralling population, and I 
need not go into detail. 

It is unmistakingly clear that unless some
thing is done about the population explosion, 
we will be faced with an unprecedented ca
tastrophe of overcrowding, famines, pesti
lence and war. 

When most Americans think of the popula
tion explosion, they usually think of it in 
terms of the rest of the world. For example, 
the world's population doubles every 35 years. 
Most developed countries have a doubling 
rate of better than 60 years, but many un
developed countries have doubling rates of 
20 years. 

Consider that for a moment. That means 
that most undeveloped countries will have 
to double their roads, food production, power, 
transportation system, doctors, teachers, 
schools, every 25 years or so. 

That would be a practical impossibility for 
a highly developed country like ours; it is out 
of the question for undeveloped countries. 

Today, there is general feeling among a 
number of scientists that the world's opti
mum population level has already been 
passed. 

It is my feeling, that judged in terms of 
our past performance in the management of 
our natural resources in this country, that 
we are already overpopl.llated in this 
country. 

That is, we have demonstrated an inca
pacity to maintain a decent environment 
with 200 million people. 

It surely will be catastrophic when in an
other 35 years we reach 300 million people. 
If we can't dispose of the waste of 200 mil
lion, what are we going to do with the waste 
produced by a technological society of 300 
million people? 

Some may take exception to that. They say 
that last year the United States had the 
lowest birth rate (births per thousand of 
population) in its history. 

But even at that, that rate produced 3.5 
million babies, a figure that would have been 
considered an extremely high figure before 
1947. 

Hopefully, our birth rate will continue to 
decline, but it is disturbing to realize that 
tOday we are going through a dramatic in-
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crease In the number of persons of child
bearing age. 

In 1960, there were 22 million people be
tween ages of 20 to 29. In 1975, there will 
be 36 million in that age bracket. 

In spite of a declining birth rate, the most 
recent estimates point to the probability of 
a population in this country of 300 million 
by the year 2000, up from 200 million now. 

If we plan on accommodating them ade
quately, we will need to build the equivalent 
of one new city of one-quarter million every 
40 days for the rest of the 20th century. 

If we do not build these cities, and I ven
ture to say that we will not, the result will 
be more crowding of our already overcrowded 
cities, and more unsightly urban sprawl that 
destroys our countryside. 

Today, In America, 70 percent of our peo
ple live on one percent of the land. The 
crowding of people into smaller and smaller 
areas may have detrimental effects that we 
are just now beginning to understand. 

For example, according to studies made by 
Dr. Hudson Hoagland and other scientists at 
the Worcester Foundation for Experimental 
Biology, overcrowding helps produce crime, 
violence and schizophrenia. 

Scientific tests have shown that overcrowd
ing among insects and rats leads to irra
tional destructive behavior-fighting, sui
cides, and cannibalism. 

The thesis of Desmond Morris' new book, 
"The Human Zoo," is that animals in the un
natural state of captivity show degenerative 
behavior patterns which are not found In 
animals in their natural habitat and which 
did not exist in primitive man. He attributes 
these destructive forms of behavior to the 
human zoo of the city in which man is caged. 

It is also perfectly clear that overcrowd
ing will not be the only adverse side effect of 
an unchecked population growth. Wayne 
Davis, in a disturbing article that recently 
appeared in the New Republic, says that our 
population level is more damaging to the 
land than the huge population of India. 

Davis conservatively estimates that the 
average American has at least 25 times the 
detrimental effect on the land's ability to 
support human life as does the average In
dian, and he indicates that a more realistic 
figure might be 500. 

Considering our destructive tendencies to 
the environment, Davis concludes that our 

· small population growth is actually 10 times 
as serious as the higher growth rate of the 
people of India. 

It is quite obvious that some type of rea
sonable check will have to be made on our 
population growth. 

Aside from the benefits a stable popula
tion will have on our efforts to achieve a 
quality of life in this country, we would also 
be helping to avert a world-wide catastro
phe. We are told by our ambassadors that it 
is almost impossible to sell our birth-control 
programs to foreign countries, because it is 
generally recognized that we are not doing 
enough to solve our own problems. We need 
to be able to sell these programs with the 
background of "do as we do," and not "do 
as we say." 

As pressing as the population problem is, 
it is probably the hardest of all our social 
problems to meet. The danger is twofold: if 
we do nothing, we invite world-wide calam
ity. 

If we do too much regulating, we will seri
ously hamper individual freedom and throw 
away any possibility of a quality of life that 
we hope to attain by working for a stable 
population. 

The question of how we can stabilize the 
world's population with a fundamental re
gard for human rights will be one of the 
most important questions that we will have 
to face up to in the decade ahead. 

It is with these considerations in mind 
that I add my enthusiastic support to Sena
tor Tydings' Bill, S. 2108. I do so for three 
specific rea-sons: 

1. J'AMILT PLANNZNG SERVICES AVAILABLE TO ALT. 
WHO DESmE THEM 

It is the expressed purpose of this bill to 
make family planning services available to 
every family desiring such services five years 
from now. Present estimates indicate that 
last year, 800,000 out of 5 million women 
who desired such aid actually received it. 

This committee has already heard testi
mony by Dr. Allen Guttmacher who quoted 
figures that indicate one-third to one-half 
of all pregnancies in America in the 1960's 
were unwanted. 

If we can cut out unwanted births by 
voluntary family planning services, we will 
be making a marked impact on the popula
tion growth in this country and on the life 
situations of millions of Americans. 

In addition to cutting down drastically on 
our population growth, by making services 
available to the poor that are now only 
available to the Americans who can afford 
such services, we Will be eliminating one 
of the major causes of poverty-too many 
mouths to feed. 

There is a high correlation, as Representa
tive Shirley Chisholm has pointed out earlier, 
between the number of children in the fam
ily and the ability of that family to break out 
of the poverty cycle. 

2. ADEQUATE FUNDING LEVELS FOR RESEARCH 
The enactment of S. 2108 would do more 

than make services available to the poor. 
Through adequate funding levels for re
search, the bill wil! make available safer 
contraceptive means to those who do have 
access to medical care. 

Almost all of the witnesses at the hearings 
on the oral contraceptive have testified that 
more resources are needed and should be 
allocated to solving the problem of providing 
the technology that will insure a safe and 
efficient contraceptive. 

Even though the pill hearings have not 
been completed, one conclusion seems obvi
ous: that we need to be making more funds 
available to make the pill safer, and to de
velop alternative methods. 

Our hearings to date indicate that the 
pill presently on the market has some side 
effects and complications, needs to be im
proved, and cannot be expected to provide 
the ultimate contraceptive. 

I might add, too, that there seems to be 
strong public support for more research in 
this area. A substantial percentage of more 
than 1,200 letters the Monopoly Subcommit
tee of the Small Business Committee has re
ceived, whether they be for or against the 
pill, indicate support for more research to 
bring forth a safer and as effective means of 
birth control. 

I have written a letter to Secretary of HEW 
Finch indicating the need for further re
search, and I would like to insert that letter 
into the Hearing Record at this time. 

Senator EAGLETON. That will be made part 
of the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 
"FEBRUARY 2, 1970. 

"Hon. RoBERT H. FINCH, 
"Secretary of HEW, Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare, Washington 
D.C. 

"DEAR SECRETARY FINCH: This letter is in 
reference to our telephone conversation on 
Monday. 

"As I mentioned at that time, one thing 
that emerges rather clearly from the testi
mony on oral contraceptive drugs before 
our subcommittee is the urgent need for an 
expanded research e:!Iort, particularly in two 
fields: 

"(1) clinical and laboratory studies of 
women on oral contraceptives, and 

"(2) statistical and epidemiological stud
ies to quantify the relationship between the 
use of oral contraceptives and these effects. 

"Dr. Philip Corfman, Director of the Cen
ter for Population Research, appeared be
fore the Subcommittee on January 23rd and 

described the research on these subjects now 
supported by the National Institutes of 
Health. It would be most helpful if the 
N ~.H. would outline and transmit to the 
subcommittee a description of the addi
tional research that they believe is necessary 
to conduct at this time. 

"I have assumed it is appropriate to di
rect this letter to you, rather than to N.I.H. 

"With best regards, 
"GAYLORD NELSON, 

"U.S. Senator." 

Senator NELSON. It is my belief that the 
funding levels in Senator Tydings' bill would 
provide a minimum level for achieving the 
technological breakthrough that is needed 
in addition to adding to the existing body 
of information on a whole series of popula
tion-related factors. 

Earlier testimony before this committee 
has indicated that $10 million for popula
tion research was spent by NIH in Flscal 
Year 1969 as opposed to $185 million for 
cancer, $165 million for heart, $105 million 
for allergies. 

The budget for population based medical 
research for Fiscal Year 1970 is $15.5 million, 
and for Flscal Year 1971, $28.4 million. 

If Senator Tydings' bill is p!U;sed and en
acted into law, the fund level for Fiscal Year 
1971 would be $35 million more than that, 
or $63.4 million. This is a level that more 
closely approximates the funding level that 
is absolutely necessary for this problem. 

Actually, if there is any one critiCism that 
I have of the Tydings bill is that the figures 
are not high enough. It iS my understand
ing that several groups of experts in the field 
agree that an adequate fun'Cling level for 
Fiscal Year 1970 would more closely approxi
mate $175 million and more than $1 billion 
needs to be spent over the next five years. 

It should be pointed out also that the re
sults of such research will have beneficial 
effects more far-reaching than just Within 
our national boundaries. 

If we are to !significantly help in the 
world-wide fight to curb the population ex
plosion, there must be developed a simple 
and safe method that can be made available 
to populations on a massive scale. 

Present methods are either too compli
cated, too inefficient, too expensive, too awk
ward, or too unsafe. 

3. COORDINATION OF EFFORTS 
S. 2108 aims at the coordination of all 

population research and services into one 
National Center for Population and Family 
Planning. 

A center such a.s that proposed in the 
Tydings bill will have several advantages be
sides eliminating duplication of effort. 

By focusing all population-related activi
ties into one center instead of spreading it 
around several different agencies, it will give 
us an agency that we can hold accountable 
for the money we appropriate to it. 

If the program does not work, we can eas
ily find out why. This will make it possible 
for us to insure that the taxpayers' money 
is being used wisely and in the public in
terest. 

Last year, the President sent a special 
message to the Congress describing the grow
ing threat that the population explosion 
poses to the U.S. and to the entire world. 

He proposed that steps be taken here in 
this country to provide information and 
services on a country-wide basis so that all 
Americans who wished to do so could space 
or limit the number of their children. 

He also stressed the need for increased 
scientific research to provide improved con
traceptives for this purpose. 

The challenge which faces medical science 
in meeting this issue is surely one of the 
graatest challenges facing our society today. 

I hope that the hearings on the oral con
traceptive will be regarded as a major in
centive to the researchers, physicians, biol
ogists, chemists, drug companies, and gov-
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ernment agencies to find answers to the 
many questions which have been and are 
being raised. 

With the passage of S. 2108, we will be 
giving the Federal Government the tools to 
stimulate and use the necessary research and 
developments. 

It is urgently necessary that solutions be 
found as quickly as possible which are com
patible with the health, welfare and the dig
nity of human beings here and throughout 
the world. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator EAGLETON. Thank you, Senator Nel

son. 
At the bottom of page five of my copy 

of your statement, you make this observa
tion: "If we are to significantly help in the 
world-wide fight to curb the population ex
plosion, there must be developed a simple 
and safe method that can be made avail
able to populations on a massive scale. Pres
ent methods are either too complicated, too 
inefficient, too expensive, too awkward, or 
too unsafe." 

Based on the hearings, Senator, which your 
committee held, can you summarize for us 
the state of the technological or medical art 
insofar as birth control techniques are con
cerned, and look down the road as to what 
you may envision as to be possible in this 
area from the scientific or medical points 
of view based on the testimony you have 
heard? 

Senator NELSON. I, of course, cannot ad
dress myself to that question as one who 
has any independent expertise. 

I might be able to summarize roughly what 
the experts who have thus far testified have 
to say about it. 

Senator EAGLETON. Yes, that is what I 
want. 

Senator NELSON. As for the oral contracep
tive, there isn't any doubt but what it is 
effective. That is, for all practical purposes, 
it is 100 percent effective. 

One of the problems about the oral con
traceptive is that it does have some side 
effects. It may or may not have further side 
effects that we don't yet know about. 

In other words, it has been used for nine 
years and it affects certain metabolic 
changes. The experts who have testified 
simply say they don't know what that means 
eX'tended over, say, a 15-year period. 

So there are some things about the pill 
that we don 't know. 

Furthermore, the research on the oral con
traceptives has been inadequate from, I 
think, several standpoints, one of them be
ing research. 

There has been no research on dose levels. 
That is, we know what level of estrogen or 
progesterone combined or separately will pre
vent a pregnancy. 

We don't know how low a level of these 
synthetics or a combination of them will be 
effective and at the same time reduce side 
effects. 

It is rather astonishing to me that the 
oral contraceptive should be on the market 
now for about nine years, used by 8,500,000 
people in America, and about another 10 mil
lion people around the world, and thus far 
no comprehensive studies have been made 
on dose levels. 

In Britain, recently, they concluded that 
all oral contraceptives with more than 50 
micrograms of estrogen should be removed 
from the market on the grounds that thooe 
with the higher amount of estrogens, that 
is, those with more than 50 micrograms, those 
with 75 or 100 micrograms of estrogen, sub
stantially increased the incidence of throm
bo-embolism. 

So in England, they have been taken from 
the market so that none of the oral con
traceptives have more than 50 micrograms of 
estrogen. 

In this country there are many pills on 
the market that have over 50 micrograms. 

The studies on which the British base their 
conclusion and requested their removal from 

the marketplace, to my knowledge, have not 
yet been made available to our government, 
though our government has requested them, 
and I anticipate shortly we will have them. 

If the British studies support the conclu
sion, I assume that a. decision will be made 
by the Food and Drug Administration to 
remove those from the market. 

That still doesn't answer the question 
that we have done no research to find out 
whether 25 micrograms would be as effective 
and, if so, how much would that reduce the 
metabolic effects, how much would it reduce 
the incidence of thrombo-embolism or 
strokes, how much might it reduce the 
threat of other serious physiological damage 
as a consequence of extended use. 

So what we are really talking about here 
is a very dramatic, effective, important oral 
contraceptive which has been a great bene
fit and a great step forward in attempting 
to do something about the problem of popu
lation growth, one that gives the user al
most 100 percent assurance that if they do 
take the pill pregnancy would not occur, 
with all of the psychological and social bene
fits that go along with that kind of assur
ance. Still we haven't adequately researched 
these pills, or the variety of them, some of 
which are combinations and some are not. 

Therefore, I think it is important, and 
every scientist would simply say, that our 
research should be expanded. 

I think they are all confident that there 
can be a dramatic improvement in the oral 
contraceptive and very possibly find some
thing that is even more convenient and more 
effective with less side effects. 

Frankly, here is a drug being prescribed 
more widely than any other drug for long 
periods of time, for more people than any 
drug in the history of this country, and 
our research is pitifully inadequate. 

So I would say that one of the most im
portant aspects of Senator Tydings bill is 
that it addresses itself to the question of 
getting additional research. 

I might simply point out that research and 
dose level studies are complicated to set up. 
You have to have a user who was willing to 
risk a pregnancy because of the lower 
amounts of estrogen or progesterone in the 
tablet. So it makes a difficult protocol study 
to set up, but not impossible-it can be 
done. I point up that if you can ultimately 
produce an oral contraceptive which would 
appear to be the most convenient method, if 
you could ultimately produce one that re
duced further the side effects that those 
now have, it would have a substantial effect 
world-wide. According to the judgment of 
all the medical expertise, without any dissent 
that I know of, anyone taking the oral con
traceptive ought to be advised in advance 
what the side effects are and ought to be 
advised in advance what the counterindica
tions are so that the doctor can make a 
determination as to whether this patient has 
a family history of diabetes or breast cancer 
and should not be on the pill at all. Finally, 
all of them agree that anybody who is using 
the oral contraceptive must have a physical 
examination regularly. 

One witness insisted it should be once 
every three months. A substantial percent
age of them would conclude once every six 
months and others once every year. 

But in any event, they agree to the need 
tor a regular physical examination which 
involves a Pap's smear as well as a breast 
examination. 

Now, what kind of a problem, if you are 
going to follow this quality of medicine, does 
that present in the under-developed coun
tries of the world where there is not that 
availability of medical care? 

It would be dramatic and important if 
you could develop a pill that substantially 
reduced the side effects that are now known, 
and ideally, of course, one that we become 
satisfied had minimal side effects. I am sure 
all of them will have some side effects-there 

is no way to introduce a potent compound 
into the body without having certain 
physiological effects and certain side ef
fects that some people can tolerate and some 
cannot. But if you could dramatically reduce 
it so it wasn't quite so necessary to have 
examinations this often, a great contribution 
would have been made to the problem that 
we are discussing here. 

I emphasize again I think there is no 
part of this bill that is more important than 
the part that addresses itself to expanding 
rapidly and dramatically, and investing 
much more, in research which has been 
sadly overlooked over the whole period of 
discussions of this problem. 

I also think, too, that it is very important 
to centralize all the activities in one place, 
as this bill does. 

Senator EAGLETON. Senator, I realize that 
the basic focus of your hearings was on the 
pill and its potential detrimental side 
effects. 

However, in those hearings, was any testi
mony produced from scientific or medical 
sources that indicated the current state of 
the art insofar as other techniques of contra
ception, perhaps an annual innoculation or 
potential remedies of that type? 

Senator NELSON. We will have some testi
mony. There is experimentation going on 
with the idea of innoculations that would 
have a long-term effect, so I understand, 
though we haven't had any witness address 
himself to that question. We will have. The 
hearings are not yet completed. 

Senator EAGLETON. A final question: If we 
are to develop a safer, more effective con
traceptive that we clearly need, is it realis
tic to rely on the drug companies to under
take the necessary research and develop
ment of these safe and effective techniques, 
or is it really up to the Federal Government 
to sponsor the basic research, or a combina
tion of both? 

Senator NELSON. I think a combination of 
both. The drug companies and the govern
ment have worked together on many, many 
projects involving important prescription 
drugs for many, many years now, each of 
them making substantial and important con
tributions jointly and individually in the 
field of research. 

I think in terms of this oral contraceptive, 
the government must shoulder a substan
tially greater responsibility than it has in 
the past if for no other reason than that this 
problem presents the most critical social , 
political, economic problem. That is the prob
lem of population pressure. 

It presents the most serious problem, I 
think, that confronts mankind on the planet. 

Senator EAGLETON. Thank you very much, 
Senator. We appreciate your testimony and 
your statements this morning. 

Senator NELSON. Thank you. 

THE BOSTON VA HOSPITAL 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I have 

just received a copy of a petition signed 
by more than 50 physicians, 47 nurses, 
and 13 other employees of the Boston VA 
hospital, directed to the hospital director. 
It details a number of very disturbing 
allegations about the level of care ad
ministered at that hospital. Unfortu
nately, the insufficiencies outlined in the 
petition seem to exist on a nationwide 
basis, as illustrated by recent announce
ments by the House Veterans' Affairs 
Committee and testimony at recent Sen
ate Veterans' Affairs Subcommittee hear
ings regarding the VA hospitals in the 
District of Columbia; Philadelphia, Pa.; 
Miami, Fla.; and Los Angeles, Palo Alto, 
and Long Beach, Calif.; to name a few. 

I hope to be making specific appro
priations and legislative recommenda-
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tions in the next month to help rectify 
this situation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the VA hospital employees peti
tion and their press release be printed in 
the RECORD in full at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

THE AD Hoc CoMMITTEE, 
BOSTON VA HOSPITAJ., 

Jamai ca Plain, Mass., February 21, 1970. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
Ch airman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 

U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The House Sta:ff 
and other interested employees of the Boston 
Veterans Administration Hospital have pre
pared a letter and list of demands for reform 
which will have submitted to our Hospital 
Director, Dr. Francis Carroll. 

Enclosed is a copy of that letter and an 
abstraction which is to serve as a press 
release. 

We appreciate your interest in the V.A. 
Hospital system and will be happy to assist 
you in your e:fforts in any way possible. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT C. SAUNDERS, M.D., 

For the Ad Hoc Committee. 

FEBRUARY 17, 1970. 
FRANCIS B. CARROLL, M.D. 
Hospital Director, Veterans' Administration 

Hospital, Boston, Mass. 
DEAR Sm: We the undersigned employees of 

the Boston Veterans Administration Hospi
tal have long felt the health care provided 
to be inadequate and now realize that the 
conditions will only deteriorate further un
less we insist on major improvements, and 
refuse to settle for less. The wards are in
adequately sta:ffed in nurses, nurses assist
ants, and ward clerical personnel with many 
active medical and surgical wards operating 
with less than one-third the prescribed per
sonnel. The laboratory and x-ray units are 
hopelessly unde~anned, with vacancies that 
have gone unfilled for months. 

It is impossible to render adequate health 
care to our patients in this situation. We are 
attempting, futilely, to make up for these 
deficiencies, and as a result are su:ffering a 
breakdown in morale and a sapping of energy 
which further aggravates the problem. 

These conditions have arisen in part as a 
result of budget cuts and inadequate fund
ing, superimposed on an already unrealisti
ca.lly low operating budget. We do not accept 
the explanation that there is no money avail
able because we know that funds can and 
should be made available for peoples basic 
health needs. Certainly veterans of our 
armed services should have "health care 
second to none", the VAH motto. 

In order to remedy some of these defi
ciencies, the following demands are being 
made: 

1. Doctors have been called all too often 
to see critically ill patients whose blood 
pressure and pulse have not been taken at 
the ordered intervals and found them to have 
suffered a dramatic change in condition. Fre
quently complications could have been 
averted had the doctor been notified of the 
changes earlier. There is often only one nurse 
responsible for forty patients, if an emergency 
situation develops, the other thirty-nine pa
tients may go unseen !or an hour or more. 
To have two emergencies at the same time, 
a not infrequent occurrence, can only be 
described as utter, tragic chaos. In the in
tensive care unit the personnel shortage de
feats the purpose of such facillties, with our 
ICU using only one-half its space and even 
closing altogether for a few days in December, 
thus wasting thousands of dollars worth of 
equipment and space. Therefore, we demand 
three nurses and three nursing assistants 
per ward on days and two nurses and two 

aides on evening and night shifts. An ad
ministrative assistant to the head nurse 
shall be hired in order to free time for nurses 
to devote to nursing activities. Licensed 
Practical Nurses are an integral part of most 
hospital nursing sta:ffs, our hospital fails to 
attract LPN's because the V AH pay scales 
are far below community standards; there
fore we recommend a review of the policy 
regarding this practice. We are demanding 
that ward staffing be raised to minimum 
standards necessary for patient care. 

2. Acutely ill patients are admitted twenty 
four hours a day even though there is no 
emergency ward. Rapidly available, com
prehensive laboratory tests are indispens
able. At the present time only an inadequate 
minimum of laboratory studies are available 
after daytime hours, and even during the 
day; performance and reporting of labora
tory test is sporadic and inaccurate due to 
a lack of personnel. Out of fifty recom
mended technicians there are 36, a deficiency 
of thirty per cent. Such a lack of sta:ff re
sults in unnecessary risks to patients, pro
longed hospital stays and compromise in 
diagnosis and treatment. We demand that 
the Laboratory Service be brought up to full 
capabilities so that the doctors can do their 
jobs. 

3. At the present time ECG and x-ray 
written reports are available three to siX 
weeks after being submitted. The result of 
this delay in essential data is either poor 
diagnostic evaluation of many seriously ill 
patients and often delay of appropriate 
therapy. We demand that steps be taken to 
insure that all ECG and x-ray written re
ports are on the wards within 24 hours of 
submission. 

4. As in the laboratory, the x-ray depart
ment must provide both around the clock 
emergency service and the full complement 
of diagnostic radiology i! adequate medical 
care is to be provided. Presently, the x-ray 
scheduling is greatly delayed, films are of 
poor quality and many studies cannot be 
done due to lack o! technicians time. We 
demand that more x-ray technicians be hired 
to bring that unit to minimum standards 
of modern patient care. 

5. X-rays are lost or unavailable at the 
time when they are needed to care for seri
ously 111 patients, due to the current lack of 
two thirds of the filing clerks in the x-ray 
department's file room. We demand that the 
needed clerks be hired and the positions be 
upgraded. 

6. The hospital's paging system is ineffec
tive. The need for a paging system in an ac
tive hospital is beyond question. Innumer
able cases of compromise of patient care 
could be cited. A portable electronic paging 
system must be made available to all doc
tors involved in primary care of patients. 

7. In this hospital a team of sta:ff physi
cians evaluate all patients for admission. 
There is a average of three and one-half 
doctors who see an average of 60 patients 
per day. Because of time limitations, the 
screening of patients is incomplete, and 
therefore, subject to error. Our demand is for 
two more admitting physicians, as recom
mended by the chief of admitting. 

8. Many other services have serious 
deficiencies for similar reasons and therefore 
w"' list them here in order to save time and 
avoid repetition, but they are equal in im
portance to the above: telephone operators, 
inhalation therapy, clerical, dietetics, house
keeping and laundry. In fact it is fair to say 
that every service in the hospital is under
staffed, thus contributing to the substand
ard conditions. All of these areas should be 
brought to full strength, paid competitively, 
and properly equipped if this hospital is to 
meet its responsibility to its patients. 

9. Surprisingly, the elevator system in this 
fourteen story building is one of leading 
sources of inefficiency. On an average day, 
an employee might spend one-half to one 
hour a day waiting for and riding the ele
vators. At least maximum use must be made 

ot existing elevators, which means that the 
two manually operated elevators function 
until 10 P.M. daily, actively carrying 
passengers. 

10. This 920 bed hospital has attempted to 
provide emergency professional services at 
night in some vital services with on duty 
officers taking calls from outside the hospital. 
The result has been that they are often not 
available in a practical sense. We demand 
that au services provide in-hospital night 
coverage, if they do not already do so, such 
as radiology, anesthesia, and psychiatry. 

11. The Veterans Administration Hospital 
System does not provide follow-up out pa
tient care for non-service connected ill
nesses. The result of this policy is inefficient 
use of the health care dollar and many cases 
of unnecessary illness secondary to failure to 

. deliver early treatment. Patients leave the 
hospital upon recovery from their acute ill
ness with no provision for follow-up care 
except an uncertain referral to the private 
physician or a very informal appointment to 
see the ward physician, which usually fails 
due to lack of the needed clerical and an
cillary personnel. A majority of our patients 
have chronic diseases where early treatment 
ot minor complications can frequently pre
vent hospitalizations. We strongly recom
mend that steps be taken to create a follow
up out patient department. 

We submit our demands with the stipula
tion that steps be taken to satisfy each of 
them, and that proof of action be shown
not just promises-or we will take further 
steps. It is clear that all VA Hospitals across 
the country share the same problem. Our in
tention is to join forces with interested par
ties elsewhere to insure the prompt action 
that is needed to avoid a crisis in the VA 
system. 

PRESS RELEASE BY Ao HOC COMMITTEE AT 
BOSTON VA HOSPITAL 

As employees of the Boston Veterans Ad
ministration Hospital, we feel that health 
care provided here is inadequate. Presently 
this hospital is not merely inferior to its 
"University Counterpart" but to most com
munity hospitals. It has a sta:ff patient ratio 
of 1.5 while nonteaching community hos
pitals have a ratio of 2.5 and University 
Centers average 3 to 4 employees per 
patient. 

It is impossible to render adequate health 
care to our patients in this situation. We 
are attempting, futily, to make up for these 
deficiencies, and as a result are su:ffering a 
breakdown in morale and a sapping of ener
gy which further aggravates the problem. 

Our hospital is caught in a triple financial 
squeeze. The yearly budgets have not kept 
up with the nation's inflationary trend, the 
rising cost of medical care, or the increasing 
demand for service. We do not accept the 
explanation that there is no money available. 
Health services must have the highest pri
ority in the federal budget planning. 

The wards are inadequately sta:!Ied with 
nurses, nursing assistants, and clerical per
sonnel. There is often only one R.N. respon
sible for 40 and sometimes 80 patients. If 
more than one emergency arises at the same 
time, a not infreqent occurrence, the result 
can only be described as utter tragic chaos. 
Since the opening of the Intensive Care Unit 
in November, it has been operating at one
halt capacity due to staff shortage, thus 
wasting thousands of dollars of space and 
equipment. Furthermore, nurses are often 
required to perform such non-nursing func
tions as filing and answering telephones 
which dilutes their effectiveness. 

Medicine requires not only good nursing 
but support from x-rayed and laboratory 
services. Rapidly available comprehesive 
laboratory tests at all times are indispensable. 
Presently, however, only an inadequate mini
mum of laboratory studies are obtainable 
after daytime hours. The performance and 
reporting of laboratory tests are sporadic and 
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too often inaccurate. X-ray scheduling is 
greatly delayed; films are of poor quality, 
and many studies cannot be done due to a 
lack of technicians. At this hospital, it takes 
many days to weeks to obtain diagnostic 
x-ray studies that are done elsewhere in one 
day or less. Frequently x-rays are lost or 
unavailable when they are needed in the care 
of seriously ill patients. These deficiencies 
result in unnecessary risks to patients, costly, 
prolonged hospital stays, and unfortunately, 
compromises in diagnosis and treatment. 

The Veterans Administration Hospital sys
tem does not provide follow-up outpatient 
care for non-service-connected illnesses. 
Consequently, there are many cases of un
necessary illness because of failure to deliver 
early detection and treatment. Patients leave 
the hospital upon recovery from their acute 
illness with no provision for follow-up care 
except an uncertain referral to the private 
physician or a very informal appointment to 
see the ward physician which usually fails 
due to lack of needed clerical and ancillary 
personnel. A majority of our patients have 
chronic diseases where early treatment of 
minor complications can often prevent hos
pitalization. 

The Veterans Administration Hospitals 
across the nation are facing a financial crisis 
today. This hospital is facing collapse. Basic 
health care cannot be delivered under pres
ent conditions. The life of a person must not 
be compromised to a politically motivated 
monetary policy which places health care in 
a non-priority position. Therefore, a list of 
demands from the employees has been sub
mitted to the Hospital Director which spe
cifically outlines the minimum requirements 
necessary to relieve the present crisis. 

THE EMPLOYEES. 
FEBRUARY 20, 1970. 

THE POLITICS OF ACADE~UA 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, cam

pus unrest has been a major concern to 
the academic community and certainly 
the interest in this subject by Members 
of Congress is reflected in section 407 of 
the pending HEW bill. University presi
dents have repeatedly attempted to :find 
constructive approaches to this problem, 
but often to no avail. I have, on several 
occasions, had the opportunity to ex
amine such approaches by one university 
or another. 

However, I have recently read the text 
of a speech that Kingman Brewster, Jr., 
president of Yale University, delivered 
to the Yale Political Union last 
September. 

Mr. President, I must say that this is 
one of the most constructive and rational 
approaches to student involvement in 
university affairs that I have read and 
President Brewster should be congratu
lated on his throughtful, analytic but 
flexible approach to a very emotional 
issue. Accordingly I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of Mr. Brewster's 
speech be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE POLITICS OF ACADEMIA 

(By Kingman Brewster Jr.) 
The main thrust of most current reap

praisals and proposals concerning how a uni
versity shoUld be run have supposed that 
there should be a broader and more "demo
cratic" participation by students in the de
cisions of the faculty. They also seek a 
broader and more democratic participation 
by both faculty and students in decisions 
traditionally reserved to the administration 

and trustees. The central issue in the ensuing 
debate has been how far this participation 
should be broadened, and how democratic 
the selection of participants should be. This 
certainly has been the focus of the discus
sion at Yale, both last spring by various 
student groups and unofficial "open" meet
ings; and during the summer in the delibera
tions of an ad hoc group of faculty and stu
dents who were asked to act as an advisory 
committee to Mr. Jorge Dominguez, '67. Mr. 
Dominguez, currently a Junior Fellow and 
candidate for the Ph.D. in government at 
Harvard, was asked by me to review the pro
posals and developments at other institutions 
and to recommend how Yale might best con
stitute a "legitimate" group of faculty, stu
dent, and others to make recommendations 
for the improvement of Yale 's "governance." 

In past reports, speeches, and conversa
tions I have encouraged more ave~ues for 
student participation but I have also pe'(;'ked 
skeptically at the notion of institutionalized 
representation as the cure-an for discontent, 
or as the principal prescription for improve
ment. Taking an advocate's aim at a straw 
man when he sees one, I have blasted the 
extreme and extremely silly notion that 
"pure" one-man, one-vote democracy would 
best determine the work and direction of a 
university. 

Even if we could knock most radical, par
ticipatory democrats and most reactionary, 
traditional autocrats off their extreme 
perches, however, there does remain a fun
damental choice of emphasis which must be 
made, and which is really receiving almost 
no attention at all. I have done no more than 
hint at it timidly in the past because I was 
not sure where I came out. Now I am. I am 
convinced that representation is not the clue 
to university improvement, indeed that if 
carried too far it could lead to disaster. I am, 
rather, now convinced that accountability 
is what we should be striving for. 

Champions of representation of students 
to vote in all groups, committees, boards, and 
meetings make the appealing point that a 
student should be able to participate in the 
decisions which affect him. Now obviously 
his opinion should be taken into considera
tion, just as his interests should be taken 
into account. But the current moOd is that 
he should be able to have a large say in ac
tually making the final decisions on all 
matter;:;. 

On some matters I have indicated before 
that the self-determination of the faculty, 
collective academic freedom from the pres
sure to please or the fear of displeasure, re
quires that the faculty be able to meet in 
camera on issues of appointments, degree 
standards, and the recommendation of de
grees. But leaving these sanctuaries aside, 
there is the very real question of whether it 
is in the best interest of the students them
selves not only to make their voices heard 
but to try to govern the place. Put differ
ently, it is pertinent to ask whether the place 
will be better or worse in terms of the stu
dent's own interest in the quality of his edu
cation if the responsibility !or its direction 
is assumed by student representatives or if 
it resides primarily with the faculty and 
administration. 

I happen to think that in a world in which 
ideas and policies and institutions have a 
high rate of obsolescence, on many matters 
the young are more perceptive, wiser if you 
will, than their elders. On the other hand, 
experience has its claim. And in a self-per
petuating institution the claims of continu
ity have to be weighed against the claims of 
"now." 

Judgments can differ about this. But what
ever they are, I am moved by another very 
practical consideration, on the basis of ad
mittedly · short experience and inadequate 
sample. I do not think that the great major
ity of students want to spend very much oi' 
their time or energy in the guidance and 

governance of their university. They want 
to live and learn up to the hilt, and make 
the most of what they know to be a very 
unusual and remarkably short opportunity 
to develop their capacities by trial and error 
in the pursuit of personal enthusiasms. Over 
and over again this has been demonstrated 
even in times of crises which shook and 
threatened the existence of the institution. 
In the longer, duller life between crises it is 
even more demonstrable that to the average 
student the purpose of university life is 
learning and living, not governing. The long 
and unimpressive history of "sandbox" stu
dent government is fair warning that student 
politics like the politics of professional asso
ciations (American Bar Association, Ameri
can Medical Association, et cetera) cannot 
be counted on always to draw out the most 
talented members of the constituency or to 
capture the attention and concern, day in 
and day out, of the eligible voters. 

So assumption number one which has led 
me to the conviction that broader sharing 
of responsibility for ultimate academic de
cisions is not the primary thrust of useful 
university reform: the majority is not suffi· 
ciently interested in devoting their time and 
attention to the running of the Univeraity 
to make it likely that "participatory democ
racy" will be truly democratic. 

Assumption number two is that most stu
dents would rather have the policies of the 
university directed by the faculty and ad
ministration than by their classmates. This 
is pure speculation. The question has never 
been thus bluntly put. The only reason I 
come to this conclusion, I suppose, is be
cause I would feel that way. I would insist on 
a right to be not only heard, but listened 
to. But I think that the institution will do 
a better job and be more likely to make bold 
decisions swiftly and decisively if ultimate 
responsibility for its direction is sharply 
focused on the shoulders of people who are 
devoting their personal energies and risking 
their professional reputations, full time, for 
the best years of their lives, for the quality 
of the institution; whether as committee
men, department chairmen, deans, officers, 
provosts, or presidents. _ 

Not only the capacity to make decisions 
boldly and consistently, but the quality of 
those decisions urge that inherently exec
utive matters not be distorted by being 
poured into a quasi-legislative process in 
the name of representation. If the allocation 
of resources is put into a legislative process, 
it can only devolve into a log-rolling, pork
barrel exercise with each interest group try
ing to take more and give less. The search 
for outside support cannot be dictated by 
any detailed legislated directive or control; 
needs must be matched to opportunities. 
The prospect of getting twice as much for 
the lesser need must be weighed against the 
chance of getting much less or nothing at all 
if other priorities are stubbornly insisted 
upon with all potential donors. As in all ne
gotiation, individual conviction and intui
tion has to be relied upon. The delays and 
embarrassments of public discussion of par
ticular approaches for outside support would 
chill the market and rob the executive of its 
ability to speak with the confidence and con
viction which is the essence of "selling" the 
institution to potential supporters-public 
or private. Finally, there is an intangible 
element of character and personality on 
which any donor must rely when he puts his 
funds in trust. This would be diluted if the 
donor felt that the destiny of his gift de
pended on the rise and fall of political for
tunes in a representative assembly whose 
members he could not possibly come to know 
with the intimacy which inspires confidence. 

So, I am now convinced that the political 
symbolism of participatory democracy is an 
illusion when applied to many of the aca
demic and financial decisions which direct 
an academic institution; and that the slo-
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gans of representative democracy could lead 
to even greater misrepresentation of the 
student interest in the quality of his insti
tution if they implied the sharing of the 
faculty's academic responsibility. Either one, 
if carried to ultimate legislative supremacy 
could stultify the capacity to steer the place 
boldly and decisively in times that require 
imagination and rapid change. 

The answer to the legitimate student de
mand for great individual self-determination 
is wider and wider latitude for academic as 
well as personal choice, including the choice 
of whether and when to stay at the institu
tion, now inhibited by an outrageous selec
tive service system. The answer to the legiti
mate student demand to have protection 
against incompetent and unresponsive ad
ministration is not formal representation in 
all matters. It is administrative accountabil
ity. 

The first requirement of accountability is 
disclosure. Those affected by policies and de
cisions cannot hold those who make them to 
account unless there is full and adequate 
public access to the record of the process by 
which the decision was made. Reasons of 
good manners or simple humanity may make 
it from time to time desirable to impose a 
seal of confidence on one man's opinion 
about another, in the admissions or appoint
ment processes in particular. Unless opinion 
can be received in confidence in such cases 
it may well either not be given or be watered 
down into banalities in order to avoid of
fense or injury. 

Also there may be situations where the in
tentions of the institution in its dealing 
with adversary outside interests make it very 
unwise to tip one's hand by public dis
closure. In an impending real estate deal 
there is no reason why the University should 
be deprived of its bargaining power by hav
ing to reveal the inner thoughts about what 
the outside price would be. In a legal pro
ceeding there is no reason why the Univer
sity should forfeit its right to devise its 
strategy in confidential talks with counsel 
and others involved. But these are excep
tions which can be reserved for executive 
sessions and confidential minutes. Hiatus 
could be noted in the record, specifying the 
nature of the problem and the reasons for 
exceptional confidentiality. Otherwise, it 
seems to me that the record should be public. 
At the very least there should be a public 
communique. It might be even better if there 
were literal transcripts. Even if such tran
scripts were rarely resorted to, their avail
ability would be the best assurance that the 
University could not be governed by con
spiracy and that the reasons given by way of 
explanation were in fact the reasons for de
cision. Obviously the self-consciousness 
which this would impose might be an inhi
bition; it certainly will be opposed by tradi
tionalists who value the men's club atmos
phere of confidential deliberation. Some form 
of convincing access to the record of pro
ceedings and the reason for decision seems 
to me far, far preferable to an ever widening 
and diluting of the responsibility for deci
sions. I! accountability as an alternative 
to representation is to be convincing, dis
closure must be as nearly complete as pos
sible. 

The second requirement of accountability 
is the right of petition by those affected by 
decisions. There has to be a legitimate, easy, 
and reliable way in which critical opinion 
can be generated and communicated. Infor
mal access through a variety of channels is 
the best way to do this in a relatively healthy 
situation. But if lack of confidence in author
ity spreads to a numerically significant mi
nority of any of the constituent parts of the 
University-students or faculty (or alumni 
for that matter)-then there should be an 
understood channel of petition to whatever 
level is responsible for the appointment to 
the post or omce whose conduct is the subject 
of complaint. 

If a large majority most of the time, or a 

significant minority all of the time, is willing 
to delegate the job of policy-making and 
direction to faculty and administrative lead
ership, it is especially important to be sure 
that when this confidence is lost something 
can be done about it through legitimate 
channels. Accountability as a substitute for 
representation presupposes that those who 
are entrusted with responsibility will feel the 
hot breath of accountability day in and day 
out. This will be so only if petition can reach 
and gain response from those in a position 
to act, at a level above those complained of. 

The third essential element if account
ability is to be real is some regul-ar, under
stood process whereby reappraisal of the 
competence of administration and the com
munity's confidence in it can be undertaken 
without waiting for a putsch or rebellion. 

At Yale this takes place pretty regularly 
in the case of college masters, department 
chairm~n. and deans. Unlike many universi
ties, every administrative appointment is for 
a term of years; three for chairmen, five for 
masters and deans. Naturally there is a pre
sumption in favor of renewal if the man is 
willing. But after a second term there is 
generally an expectation that the man will 
revert to his purely academic status as a 
teacher and scholar. , 

This expectation of impermanent admin
istrative appointment has many obvious 
virtues. It passes the burdens of academic 
administration around so that over the cycle 
of a generation more points of view are 
brought to bear, more people are involved 
and have seen the institution from the 
vantage point of important responsibility. 
Hardening of the academic arteries is less 
likely to set in. Most important of all, the 
relatively short term assures both the insti
tution and the man that there is an honor
able and humane discharge which does not 
imply dissatisfaction on either side. Given 
this opportunity for periodic reappraisal, 
the President is in a position to solicit and 
react constructively to criticisms and malaise 
Without waiting for the mobilization of mal
contentment in the form of petition. Recent 
experience with the appointment of new 
masters and new deans have shown that a 
little time and trouble can bring to bear on 
such appointments the authentic views of 
the students and faculty affected. This should 
be no less true when the issue is renewal 
of an existing appointment, and any self
respecting, self-confident dean would wel
come it. 

But what about the President himself? For 
a couple of years now I have been toying with 
ways in which the President might be made 
more accountable to those whose lives and 
professional circumstance he crucially affects. 
While I do not think that his power can be 
fully shared by any legislative process, I do 
think that his own tenure should be at risk 
if he is to enjoy the latitude of executive de
cision which the job requires. 

In thinking through the question of the 
President's responsibility in the case of a dis
ruptive confrontation, I concluded that the 
power to act on the spot should not be stul
tified; but that in spite of all the risks of 
Monday morning quarterbacks on the fac
ulty, the President should submit his ac
tions to review and should, if necessary, make 
the issue one of confidence. If he were to re
ceive a vote of no confidence, he should offer 
to resign. This conclusion is implicit in the 
"Dear John" letter of April 1969, in which I 
tried to spell out our thinking about the pro
tection of dissent and the prevention of dis
ruption. 

The principle of executive accountability 
as the price which must be paid for the ex
ercise of executive discretion has, up to now, 
been formally limited to the power of the 
trustees to fire the man they hired as Presi
dent. This is a terribly limited and inhibited 
power, since it cannot be exercised without 
running contrary to the expectation of a life
time tenure. There is no objective occasion 
or event which invites the appraisal. Even 

the most decorous and covert effort to remove 
an unsatisfactory president is at best a mat
ter of intense personal anguish to everyone 
concerned. 

Since it is likely to be resorted to only after 
deep rumblings of widespread dissatisfaction 
have been voiced in several quarters, the 
chances of concealing the reasons for pre
mature retirement are very slight. If the 
malaise has erupted into rude, crude, and 
unattractive challenge, then of course the 
trustees are likely to get their defensive backs 
up, just to prove that they cannot be pushed 
around and that the institution will not be 
governed by mob rule. So, the worse the dis
ease, the harder the cure. 

The essence of the problem is that, while 
there is legal accountability to the trustees, 
there is no orderly way in which those most 
significantly affected by maladministration 
can invoke trustee action within a measur
able time, without open challenge to the 
stability of the institution and the integrity 
of its processes. 

It seems to me that the only way this 
problem can be solved is to require the peri
odic, explicit renewal of a president's ten
ure. I happen to think that ten or twelve 
years or so is about enough anyway, although 
there is no generalization valid for all times 
and places and people. More important than 
the length of avera-ge term, however, is the 
need for some shorter interval which permits 
periodic reassessment as a matter of course, 
without waiting for or requiring invidious 
or disruptive public complaint. Unless there 
is some such arrangement, the hope for gen
uine accountability at all levels of author
ity is illusory. 

I think Yale would be better off if it were 
understood that the trustees would make 
a systematic reappraisal and explicit con
sideration of the President's reappointment 
at some specified interval. This might be 
seven years after the initial appointment, 
perhaps at a somewhat shorter interval there
after. I would urge the trustees right now 
to consider adoption of such a policy. This 
would mean a termination of my present ap
pointment a year from June and an explicit 
judgment about the wisdom of my reappoint
ment by that time. Under present circum
stances the effect would be to make the office 
more attractive not only for initial appoint
ment but also for continuation in it. 

Of course the trustees could not, and 
should not, abdicate their ultimate responsi
bility for the exercise of their best judgment 
about the best interests of the institution. 
Occasions have arisen, and may well rise 
again, where defiance of popular student and 
faculty opinion is in fact justified by an 
issue of principle, just as may be the defl.ance 
of alumni or public opinion. Reservation of 
this duty and right, however, does not jus
tify insulation of either the President or the 
trustees from a periodic, syste·matic assess
ment of what student and faculty opinion 
is. 

Such accountability from top to bottom of 
the institution would require startlingly new 
measures for full disclosure of the meetings 
at which decisions were taken; and unor
thodox revision of the terms of presidential 
appointment. Disturbing as they may seem 
from the perspective of inherited tradition, 
I would urge with great conviction that they 
would be far more consistent with the nature 
of a free academic community, and the ad
ministrative leadership it requires, than 
would the sharing of faculty and adminis
trative responsibility for academic and in
stitutional policies. 

u such real accountability were achieved 
then I have no doubt whatsoever that con
sultation would become regular, widespread, 
and serious. This should include formal as 
well as informal participation, including 
elected groups where appropriate. No one 
with any sense, let alone pride and ambi
tion, could fail to take seriously the import
ance of adequate consultation With those 
to whom he would in fact be held account-
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able at periodic intervals. Sometimes the 
processes of consultation will be best served 
by an elective process; sometimes it will 
best be done by trying deliberately to im
panel a group with a greater variety of 
interests and viewpoints than would prob
ably emerge from majority vote. Also there 
are mixed solutions, relying in part on bal
lot, in part on administrative selection. 
Most important there should be no exclusive 
channel of communication or opinion, nor 
any requirement that all consultation should 
be formal. 

If it were limited for the most part to con
sultative arrangements, "legitimacy" might 
lose some of its rigidity. Even if ultimate 
responsibility should lie with the full-time 
faculty and administration, subject only to 
review by the trustees, consultative partic
ipation is both good education for the 
participants but essential if the institu
tion is to be alert to its own needs in a fast 
changing society. 

I make these somewhat radical proposals 
because while I do respect and share the 
dissatisfaction with a governance which 
seems free to ignore the will of the gov
erned, I think that the sharing of faculty 
and administrative power with students on 
a widely dispersed democratic basis would 
be a disaster for our kind of academic in
stitution. So I urge much more strenuous 
examination of techniques of accountability. 
They would be more fitting for University 
governance than would techniques for the 
sharing of ultimate responsibility with the 
transient student constituency. In order to 
further serious consideration of these pos
sibilities, I submit the concrete proposals 
conc.erning disclosure and the terms of 
presidential appointment as worthy of con
sideration. Much more thought and inquiry 
is in order before such notions could harden 
into concrete proposals. They seem to me, 
however, to point in a. direction far more 
promising than expecting actual direction of 
University affairs to come from a partici
patory democracy in which only a minority 
would participate, a. representative democ
racy which would be unlikely to be truly 
representative, and the substitution of a 
legislative power for what are inherently ex
ecutive responsibilities. 

U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN LAOS 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the con

cern over our apparent increasing in
volvement in Laos is growing daily. Last 
week it was reported that B-52's are 
dropping bombs in northern Laos very 
close to the Chinese border. This week 
new reports are claiming that ex-Green 
Berets, allegedly CIA employees, are 
being used in Laos. The question raised 
by these undenied events are very im
portant and answers to these questions 
should be provided to both the Congress 
and the American public. 

If, as the administration claims, Laos 
and Vietnam are related, does the recent 
increase in activity in Laos signify an 
expansion of the Vietnam war? It would 
be tragic if the net result of the Presi
dent's Vietnamization plan is a shifting 
of the battlefield from Vietnam to Laos. 

If the news reports are accurate, have 
we committed ourselves to another land 
war in Asia? The warnings against such 
an involvement are well known to all 
Americans, and surely our experience in 
Vietnam should be ample proof of the 
soundness of the warnings we have re
ceived. 

If we are committed to involvement in 
a conflict in Laos, under what treaty or 

other agreement are we bound to such a 
conflict? We know that Laos has dis
claimed any right of SEATO protection 
and that in 1962, in the declaration of 
the neutrality of Laos the major powers, 
including the United States, recognized 
this disclaimer. 

If we are committed, what is the ex
tent of the commitment and how much 
of a sac1ifice will the American public 
be called upon to make? Since we al
ready have reports of American casual
ties in Laos--191 American airmen had 
been reported as missing as of February 
24--this is no idle question, and one 
about which the American public de
serves an immediate answer. 

Answers to these questions and others 
should be provided to Congress and to 
the American public. If these questions 
had been asked at the outset of the Viet
nam involvement, perhaps we would not 
have made some of the tragic mistakes 
that have been made. I am pleased that 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), has re
quested that G. McMurtrie Godley, the 
U.S. Ambassador in Laos, be recalled for 
testimony before the special committee 
he heads. I support the action taken by 
Senator SYMINGTON and I hope that his 
efforts and the concern of the public 
that is beginning to be voiced on this 
matter will convince the administration 
of the need to furnish answers to these 
vital questions. 

COMMUNICATION FROM HO CHI 
MINH TO PRESIDENT NIXON 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, late 
last year I received in the mail a most 
interesting and provocative program 
from a distinguished faculty member, 
Dr. Roy Colby, of Colorado State Col
lege, in Greeley, Colo. Enclosed with the 
letter to me was a copy of his letter to 
President Nixon, dated November 5, 1969, 
which in turn included a translation 
from Communese-English to standard 
English of Ho Chi Minh's reply to the 
President's letter of last summer. Also 
included in the letter to me was an ar
ticle entitled "Sprechen Sie Commu
nese?" written by Reed J. Irvine, an 
adviser to the Division of International 
Finance and Chief of the Asia, Africa, 
and Latin American Section of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. The article was published in 
the January 1968 edition of the Foreign 
Service Journal. 

Since I have felt that part of the dis
agreements between Members of this 
'body may be based on the meaning which 
Communists place on words which have 
a different meaning when spoken by an 
American or Englishman. I ask unani
mous consent that the correspondence 
and the article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

GREELEY, CoLo., 
November 24, 1969. 

Senator PETER H. DOMINICK, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR DOMINICK: The Other night 
I defended the Nixon Vietnam policy 1n a 

debate with a political science professor at 
the Colorado State College Student Center. 
The watershed point of the issue seemed to 
be: Is, or is not, South Vietnam being sub
jected to Communist aggression? 

Those who, for whatever reason, answered 
this question affirmatively, tended to sup
port current U.S. policy. Those who, for 
whatever reason, responded negatively, 
seemed to favor a speedy wit h drawal of U.S. 
troops from South Vietuam, regar dless of the 
consequences. As you know, the latter view 
is rapidly gaining momentum in this coun
try. Indeed, my opponent him£elf told the 
audience, in substance, "If I were convinced 
that Communist aggression were taking 
place there, I would support President 
Nixon's efforts to check it." 

A student of revolutionary semantics, I 
am simultaneously intrigued and disturbed 
by the increasingly wide-spread acceptance, 
especially among college students, of the 
ideological representation of the events tak
ing place in the world, and in Vietnam, in 
particular. 

In my opinion, one of the chief reasons for 
this destructive phenomenon is our human 
tendency to take words at face value and 
to assume unconsciously that the faiths and 
values of Marxism-Leninism are the same as 
our own. An unfortunat e consequence of 
this is the acceptance of the ideological 
sense of such terms of international law and 
diplomacy as peace, aggression, imperialism, 
self-determination and coalition govern
ment, inter alia, vocalized in Communese, 
the international idiom of Communism. 

There is enclosed an article, "Sprechen 
Sie Communese?", by Reed J. Irvine, a 
semantical scholar, who clearly explains how 
Communese works and also set s forth why it 
must be translated into standard English. 

Following the President's talk on Vietnam 
November 3, 1969, his hitherto secret ex
change of co:-respondence with the late Ho 
Chi Minh v.as released to the press. There 
is also enclosed a copy of my letter to Presi
dent Nixon dated Nov. 5, 1969 transmitting 
a translation from Communese-English into 
standard English of Ho Chi Minh's letter 
dated Aug. 30, 1969. 

Please note how different the letter reads 
in translation. This is the sense captured by 
Communists all over the world-and missed 
by us in the West. 

In this connection, your attention is in
vited to an insertion in the June 5, 1969 Con
gr essional Record, ''When Is the U.S.S.R. Not 
the U.S.S.R?", by Senator Paul J. Fannin of 
Arizona. Your particular attention is directed 
to the suggestion of Dr. Erick J. Vesely of 
the American Research Foundation of Wash
ington, D.C. As you may know, Dr. Vesely is 
one of the nation's foremost authorities on 
Communism and Marxist-Leninist semantics. 
His recommendation to the Congress is as 
follows: 

" Recommendation: At your discretion, may 
it be suggested that a study group comprised 
of persons thoroughly familiar not only wth 
Marxist-Leninist (Communist) theory and 
practice but also versed in the termiriology 
and usage of Marxist-Leninist ideo-political 
language (semantics) in international and 
transnational communications, be estab
lished with Legislative and Execut ive en
dorsement. The responsibility of this group 
will be to examine, analyze, interpret and 
present to the American people and their 
representatives a sound, unequivocal inter
pretation of all significant documents in 
terms of their true idiomatic rather than 
literal meaning as instruments of the World 
Socialist (Communist) System's strategy and 
tactics of deception and subversion." 

In the national interest, it is respectfully 
urged you take whatever appropriate action 
in this matter you may see fit. 

Sincerely yours, 
RoY CoLBY. 
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GREELEY, CoLO., 

November 5, 1969. 
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Following your ad
dress to the nation on November 3, your ex
change of correspondence with the late Ho 
Chi Minh was published in the press. 

I have taken the liberty of making a trans
lation from Communese-English into stand
ard English of Ho Chi Minh's reply to your 
letter. The enclosed translation is accom
panied by a glossary, explaining the ideologi
cal import of the key terms. 

As you know, Communist values are differ
ent from our own, and I therefore urge you 
to have translations made of Communist 
documents for the information of govern
ment leaders, the press and the American 
people. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROY COLBY. 

TRANSLATION FROM COMMUNESE-ENGLISH 
INTO STANDARD ENGLISH 

(By Roy Colby) 

To His Excellency 

Received in PARIS, 
August 30, 1969. 

RICHARD MILHOUS NIXON, 
President of the United St ates, 
Washington. 

Mi PRESIDENT : I have the honor to a.c
knowledge receipt of your letter. 

The defensive war 1 of the United States 
against our Communists and their support
ers,!! preventing us fTom overthrowing the 
government, a still continues in South Viet
nam. The United States continues to respond 
to Communist escalation of the war with in
creased military operations,( the B52 bomb
ings and the use of non-toxic G chemica-l prod
ucts to increase the pressures 6 against the 
Vietnamese Communists and their support
ers.~ The longer the resistance to Commun
ist aggression 7 goes on, the more it accumu
lates the mourning and burdens of the Amer
ican Communists and those who support 
Communist objectives for whatever reason.~ 
I am extremely indignant at the losses and 
destructions caused by the American troops 
to our Communists and their supporters ' 
and the country we desire to conquer and 
communize.s I also note with satisfaction 9 

the rising toll of death of young Americans 
who have fallen in Vietnam by reason of the 
policy of the American Government.10 

Our Communists and their suppo'rters 2 are 
deeply devoted to a. Communist victory ,n a 
Communist-type peace 12 and a totalitarian 
government.l3 They are being coerced u to 
fight to the end, without being spared w the 
sacrifices and difficulties in order to over
throw the government of South Vietnam.18 

The overall solution in 10 points of the 
National Communization 1 7 Front and of the 
Provisional Communist 18 Government of the 
Republic of Vietnam is the Communist ver
sion of a logical and reasonable 18 settle
ment of the Vietnamese problem. It has 
earned them the sympathy and support of 
the Communists and their supporters 2 of 
the world. 

In your letter you have expressed the de
sire to act for a just peace. For this the 
United States must cease the defense war 1 

and withdraw their troops from South Viet
nam, yield to the demands 2Q of the Com
munists and their supporters 21 of the South 
and of Communist North Vietnam ~2 to con
trol South Vietnam 23 without non-Commu
nist 2• influence. This is the Party Line on $ 

solving the Vietnamese problem in conform
ity with the demands !liS of the Vietnamese 
Communists and their supporters : , the det
riment !l'l of the United States and the hopes 
for a Communist victory 11 of the Commu
nists and their supporters 2 of the world. This 
is the path that will allow the United States 
to get out of the war with dishonor 28• 

With further yielding 211 on your side 30, we 

might arrive at Communist 31 efforts in views 
of finding the Party Line on a !2 solution of 
the Vietnamese problem. 

Ho CHI MINH. 
GLOSSARY OF COMMUNESE-ENGLISH TERMS USED 

IN HO CHI MINH'S LETTER 
N.B. Communese is the name given to the 

official language of Communist states. In 
Communese, ideological values are assigned 
to concepts expressed in any national lan
guage; therefore, the ideological meanings 
must be translated into the standard idiom 
if the true meaning is to be captured. Ho Chi 
Minh's letter was originally written in ei
ther ideological Vietnamese (Communese
Vietnamese) or ideological French (Commu
nese-French) and translated into ideological 
English (Communese-English). The follow
ing glossary justifies the translation given 
above by explaining the ideological meanings 
of key Communese-English terms in the 
letter. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 War of aggression-In Communese, "ag

gre.ssion" is charged whenever free nations 
defend themselves against "wars of national 
liberation", that is to say, against attempted 
Communist takeovers such as the one cur
rently underway in South Vietnam. 
~People-It is common practice for Com

munists to claim all-inclusive support for 
their objectives. In reality, their support 
comes only from other Communists, fellow
travelers and those individuals who for other 
reasons have the same objective in a particu
lar case. 

3 Violating our fundamental rights-Com
munists usurp a "right" to overthrow non
Communist governments. Hence, when they 
meet with opposition, they allege violation 
of their national rights. 

4 Intensify military operations-The im
pression is given that the U.S. is acting willy
nilly in Vietnam; sometimes we intensify 
military operations, sometimes we de-esca
late. Please note that no mention is ever made 
in Communist statements about Communist 
escalation, to which the U.S. merely re
sponds. 

c; Toxic-In the Marxist-Leninist, ethic, 
truth is anything that benefits Communism. 
Hence, falsehoods are an integral part of the 
ideological language. 

G Multiplying the crimes-In Communese, 
"crimes" are acts which block Communist 
objectives. 

7 War-If there were no resistance to Com
munist aggression, there would be no war. 

s Our country-The Party Line holds that 
all of Vietnam belongs to the Communists 
and that South Vietnam by "rights" should 
be "reunited" with the "Democratic Republic 
of Vietnam", i.e., North Vietnam. 

g Am .. . deeply touched-Deeply touched, 
yes, but with satisfaction because many 
American deaths cause many Americans to 
call for an immediate withdrawal of Ameri
can troops. See Note 5 re Communist concep
tion of truth. 

10 American ruling circles-Any non-Com
munist government is portrayed in the ideo
logical idiom as "ruling circles", as if a ne
farious cabal had seized control of the gov
ernment and were deliberately thwarting the 
real will of the people. 

u Peace-In this context, "peace" can be 
achieved when resistance to Communist ag
gression is stopped; the result would be a 
Communist victory. 

1.2 True peace-In Communese, the adjec
tive "true" is employed to distinguish the 
usual meaning of a concept from the ideo
logical. Hence, "true'' peace means peace on 
Communist terms. 

1.3 Independence and real freedom-In the 
Marxist-Leninist ethic, "independence" and 
"real freedom" (Communist-type independ
ence and Communist-type freedom) can exist 
only under a "dictatol'Ship of the proletariat", 
i.e., authoritarian control by the Communist 
Party. 

H Determined-Those who fight for Com-

munist causes are coerced into doing so, 
either by indoctrination or threats of re
prisals, or both. 

15 Fearing-In accordance with Marxist
Leninist values, the Communist cause is all
important and the individual is nothing-a 
tool to help accomplish objectives. Hence, 
those who fight for Communist causes are 
not spared and while some may be fanatical 
enough not to care what happens to them, 
others fear what will happen to them or their 
families if they do not obey orders. 

16 To defend their country and their sacred 
national rights-Communists and their sup
porters are fed the line that by overthrow
ing the government of South Vietnam they 
are really defending their country and their 
sacred national rights. 

11 Liberation-In Communese, the concept 
of liberation means being rid of capitalist 
or non-Communist influences. Liberation, 
then, takes place in measure as the commu
nization process proceeds. The National Lib
eration Front is indeed the front for the 
Vietnamese Communist Party, whose pri
mary objective is the communization of 
South Vietnam. 

18 Revolutionary-In Communese, a revo
lutionary government is a Communist or 
Communist-dominated government. Such 
would be the only coalition government in 
South Vietnam acceptable to North Vietnam. 

]9 A logical and reasonable-What is log
ical and reasonable according to the values 
of Marxism-Leninism is invariably illogical 
and unreasonable in the Western ethic. 

20 Respect the right-Communist demands 
are considered to be rights and, according 
to this kind of logic, should be respected, 
i.e. , yielded to. 
~ Population--See Note 2. 
!!2 The Vietnamese nation-Communists 

consider South Vietnam as an ununified 
part of North Vietnam. 

:r. Dispose of themselves-Communists de
sire to "dispose of themselves" in such a way 
as to control South Vietnam. This is their 
idea of "self-determination". 

2 1 Foreign-Ideologically speaking, "for
eign" means non-Communist. Soviet or Red 
Chinese influence, not being "foreign", 
could be welcomed. 

!!;; Correct-There is only one correct way to 
do things a.nd that is in the manner pre
scribed by the Communist Party Line. 
~ National rights-Communists claim it is 

within their national rights to overthrow the 
Saigon government. See Notes 3 and 20. 

21 Interests-In Communese, the "inter
ests" of a non-Communist country always 
parallel Communist interests. Hence, such 
interests are detrimental to the non-Com
munist country. 

!lS Honor-What is honorable for Commu
nists is invariably dishonorable for non
Communists. 

20 Good will--Non-Communists show good 
will when they keep giving in to Communist 
demands. 

::o Both sides-In East-West negotiations, 
both sides are said to have made concessions 
whenever the non-Communist side yields. 

31 Common-In Communese, "common" 
means for Communist benefit. 

[From Foreign Service Journal, January 
1968] 

SPRECHEN SIE COMMUNESE? 
(By Reed J. Irvine) 

Although very few people would even rec
ognize it by name, Communese has become 
one of the most widely used languages in 
the world. It is the official language of gov
ernments which control about one-third of 
the world's population, and it is used by them 
not only in all of their domestic publications, 
radio and television broadcasts, etc., but also 
in their communications with people living 
outside their countries. Even though you may 
not recognize it when you see it or hear it, 
you probably come in contact with it many 
times in the course of an average week. 
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Is it possible to read or listen to an alien 
language and not know it? 

The answer is yes in the case of Com
munese. The reason is that it is a parasitic 
language. It uses the same grammar as your 
native language and even the same words. 
The only thing that is different is the mean
ing of many of the words that it employs. 

In this sense it is similar to another para
sitic form of language-slang. When a teen
ager says, "Man, that cat is crazy," only two 
of these perfectly conventional English 
words, "that" and "is" are used in their con
ventional sense. To the uninitiated, the sen
tence is either meaningless or completely mis
leading, even though each individual word 
conveys a meaning. This type of language is 
parasitic since it feeds on English, but it is 
not English. 

Communese is a different type of parasite 
from slang. The uninitiated soon realizes 
that the hippie is really speaking a different 
tongue which has to be translated into stand
ard English, just as French and German 
has to be translated. This is not quite so ob
vious with Communese because the words 
seem to make sense even though their real 
meaning may be very different from what the 
reader or hearer thinks. Thus the need to 
translate Communese into the standard 
idiom is less apparent, and it is frequently 
used over the air and in the press without 
any translation or explanation. 

For example, the Soviet Union has issued a 
special statement to commemorate the 5oth 
anniversary of the Russian Revolution. This 
statement is written in Commuese, that be
ing the official language of the Soviet Union. 
It will be reprinted in whole or in part and 
quoted throughout the world in the original 
Communese. Needless to say, it will confuse 
those who have never studied this language, 
and are unfamiliar with its vocabulary, and 
that is precisely what those who employ this 
language intend. 

This statement in the original Com
munese, reads like this: 

"The revolutionary rejuvenation of the 
world, begun by the October revolution and 
embodied in the triumph of socialism in the 
USSR, has been continued in other coun
tries ... Imperialism, notably US imperial
ism, was and continues to be the main enemy 
of the national liberation movement." 

And so on, at great length. To translate 
such a passage into standard English re
quires the use of a Communese glossary. 
A rough translation would go like this: 

"The counter-revolutionary enslavement 
of the world, begun by the October counter
revolution and embodied in the triumph of 
totalitarianism in the USSR, has been con
tinued in other countries .. . Liberalism, no
tably US liberalism, was and continues to be 
the main target of the totalitarian subver
sive movements in the less-developed coun
tries." 

This makes it clear that any statement 
written in Communese ought to be translated 
into standard English if it is to be understood 
by those who have never studied the lan
guage. Otherwise there will be no end of mis
understanding. If the New York Times 
printed in Russian, without translation, the 
sta,tements of Leonid Brezhnev, the danger 
of misunderstanding would not be nearly as 
great as it is when the Times prints state
ments in the original Communese. Readers 
who had never studied Russian would not 
bother to read the statements by Brezhnev, 
and they would therefore not delude them
selves into thinking that they knew what he 
had said. However, those who do not under
st and Communese are frequently observed 
repeating phrases that they have read which 
they obviously misinterpret. What is worse, 
they frequently suggest that the government 
do this or that, basing their opinion on some 
Communese statement whose true meaning 
is no clearer to them than it would be if it 
were written in Swahili. 

Ideally, the press, radio and television 

should translate material from Communese 
into standard English, just as they translate 
from French or German into English. The 
reverse happens as a matter of course in the 
countries using Communese as their official 
language. If President Johnson states that 
the US will not abandon South Vietnam to 
those who would subject it to a communist 
dictatorship, the Communese-speaking coun
tries will immediately translate this into 
their own language to read that Johnson had 
said that US imperialism would continue its 
criminal aggression in Vietnam. They have no 
trouble doing this, since everyone who works 
in the communications media in these coun
tries is carefully trained in the art of trans
lation into Communese. This is recognized 
as being an essential skill for those who are 
engaged in the manipulation of public opin
ion. Since Communese is designed to help 
manipulate opinion in a certain way, the 
translation of statements from Communese 
into the standard idiom is very much disliked 
by those who would like to see it used 
universally. 

Under such time as our communications 
media decide to provide translations from 
Communese into English, it will be necessary 
for the readers to learn to do this for them
selves. Fortunately, this is not too difficult. 
All that is necessary is to memorize some new 
definitions for some old words. Frequently 
the Communese meaning is just the opposite 
of the standard meaning. This is confusing, 
but once one gets the hang of it, it simplifies 
matters. 

For the benefit of those who are not already 
familiar with the Communese vocabulary, the 
following are some of the more commonly 
used words with their English translations. 

COMMUNESE-ENGLISH GLOSSARY 
Aggression-defense against totalitarian-

ism. 
Bourgeoise-liberals. 
Communism-Soviet totalitarianism. 
Cooperation-Coerced regimentation. 
Democratic-dicta to rial. 
Dictatorship of the proletariat-dictator-

ship of the totalitarian conspirators. 
Emancipation-enslavement. 
Enslavement--liberation. 
Facism-
1. Applied to Hitler Germany, totalitarian

ism. 
2. Applied to other countries, anti

totalitarianism. 
Freedom-enslavement, elimination of 

freedom. 
Hired slavery-free labor. 
IInperialism-liberalism. 
Monopolies-<:ompetitive industrial or-

ganizations in non-totalitarian states. 
National liberation movements-totalitar

ian subversive movements in less developed 
countries. 

Oppression-freedom. 
Proletariat--totalitarian conspirators who 

pretend to speak for the working people. 
Revolution--counter-revolution. 
Social-Democrat--humanitarian socialist. 
Socialism-totalitarianism, used inter-

changeably with communism. 
Unite-liquidate opposition by terror. 
Voluntarily-forcefully. 
Working people-leaders of the totaliarian 

movement. 

[From the Greeley (Colo.) Tribune, Nov. 18, 
1969) 

"POSITIVE PEOPLE" END CAMPAIGN-SCROLL 
MAILED TO NIXON 

A letter is on its way to Washington, D.C., 
from Greeley today, the result of a drive 
here to show support of the Nixon Adminis
-trat ion stand on Vietnam. 

The letter was mailed by the Positive Peo
ple Committee of Weld County and con
tained 2,301 signatures of Greeley a.ree. citi
zentl. 

The 73-foot letter also contained 19 other 
enclosures, mostly reprints of news stories 
carried in the last two weeks in the Greeley 

Tribune and relating to the committee, its 
work and observance o.f Veterans I>a.y. 

Committee co-chairman were Roy Colby, 
Colorado State College faculty member; and 
Robert Boren, teacher aJt Pla.tteville. 

The letter was addressed to President 
Richard Nixon and its purpose is "to inform 
you (Nixon) of the manner in which the 
citizens of Greeley and Weld Count y honored 
and showed respect to America last week. " 

The letter ou tUnes the enclosures, two of 
which were editorials from the Tribune, one 
written by Sharon Haley, a student a t 
Greeley Wes-t High School ent itled, "Make 
Pea.ce ... Not Protest." 

"We wish time had permitted sending more 
information on the activit ies and feelings of 
more of those citizens you have so aptly 
termed the 'silent majority,' in Weld County. 

"In view of the foregoing, we believe you 
may agree that the silent majority-the posi
tive people if you will-in Greeley and 
throughout Weld County fully support t he 
sensible and honorable policy you are pur
suing with respect to the war in Vietnam. 
On their behalf, we send our prayers and 
hopes to you for success in your difficult and 
thankless duties as Chief Executive of t he 
United States of America." 

Colby and Boren signed the letter as com
mittee co-chairmen. 

Dozens of volunteer workers took part in 
the three-day, name-collecting drive, which 
ended Saturday night. 

Five volunteer typists then took over Sun
day to transfer the n ames received by tele
phone and personal contact to the scroll. 

Colby also noted that funds are urgently 
needed to help defray expenses of the cam
paign. 

Contributions by check should be sent 
to Positive People, Box 54, Greeley. 

GOODELL INQUIRES INTO THE 
AVAILABILITY OF ANTI-AIR POL
LUTION DEVICES 
Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I was 

dismayed to read in this morning's 
Washington Post, allegations that Ford 
Motor Co. and the Chrysler Corp. have 
been withhnlding from the consumers of 
New York and of 48 other States the ad
vanced anti-air pollution equipment 
which they make available to consumers 
of California, under the legal require
ments of that State. 

It would seem, if the allegations are 
indeed true, that the two autonwbile 
manufacturers are more concerned with 
following only the letter of the law than 
with minimizing air pollution even when 
they are not legally required to. 

I have sent today letters to Lynn 
Townsend, chairman of Chrysler Corp., 
and to Henry Ford II, chairman of Ford 
Motor Co., requesting that they verify 
or refute the allegations in the Post 
column. Should they substantially verify 
the allegations, I have requested that 
they specify what they intend to do to 
change the situation, to make the most 
advanced anti-pollution equipment avail
able to the consumers of every State, in
cluding my own. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
text of my letters and of the Post 
article. 

There being no objection the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FEBRUARY 27, 1970. 
Mr. LYNN TOWNSEND, 
Chairman, Chrysler Cor p . 
Highland Park, Mich. 

DEAR MR. TOWNSEND : Jack Anderson's 
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"Washington Merry-Go-Round" column in 
yesterday's Washington Post alleges that 
Chrysler is discouraging the sale, in all states 
other than Cali:f'ornia, of the most advanced 
air pollution equipment now available to 
car-owners. The column makes the further 
allegations that (1) the price manuals is
sued to your dealers across the country state 
unequivocally that the anti-pollution equip
ment is available on California cars only, 
(2) that your computer system is pro
grammed to reject automatically an order 
for the equipment should one come in from 
any of the other states, and (3) that there 
is really no reason why a determined buyer, 
Willing to endure some delay, cannot obtain 
the $40 device, and that your company has 
therefore unnecessarily issued to its dealers, 
information which will discourage the pur
chase of pollution-control equipment. 

The column concludes that consequently, 
if anyone outside California walked into a 
Chrysler showroom and ordered a new car 
with the advanced equipment now required 
by California anti-pollution law, he would 
be fiatly-and erroneously-told that he 
cannot obtain the equipment. 

I am dismayed by the gravity of these 
charges, and anxious, there:!'ore, to learn 
whether each of the Anderson allegations is 
true. Moreover, in the event that the col
umn is substantially accurate, I would ap
preciate hearing what, i.f anything, you in
tend to do to remedy the situation and to 
make advanced air pollution devices which 
your company already sells in California 
easily available to the consumers of New 
York and of every other state. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. GooDELL. 

FEBRUARY 27, 1970. 
Mr. HENRY FoRD, 
Chairman, Ford Mot or Co., 
Dearborn, Mich. 

DEAR MR. FoRD: Jack Anderson's "Wash
ington Merry-Go-Round" column in yester
day's Washington Post alleges that Ford is 
discouraging the sale, in all states other 
than Cali.fornia, o! the most advanced air 
pollution equipment now available to car
owners. The column makes the further al
legations that (1) the price manuals issued 
to your dealers across the country state un
equivocally that the anti-pollution equip
ment is available on California cars only, 
and (2) that there is really no reason why 
a determined buyer, Willing to endure some 
delay, cannot obtain the •40 device, and that 
your company has therefore unnecessarily 
issued to its dealers, information which will 
discourage the purchase of pollution-control 
equipment. 

The column concludes that consequently, 
if anyone outside California walked into a 
Ford showroom and ordered a new car with 
the advanced equipment now required by 
California antipollution law, he would be 
fiatly-and erroneously-told that he cannot 
obtain the equipment. 

I am dismayed by the gravity of these 
charges, and anxious, therefore, to learn 
whether each of the Anderson allegations is 
ilrue. Moreover, in the event that the column 
is substantially accurate, I would appreciate 
hearing what, if anything, you intend to do 
to remedy the situation and to make ad
vanced air pollution devices which your com
pany already sells in California easily avail
able to the consumers of New York and of 
every other state. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. GOODELL. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 26, 1970] 
CAR RUNAROUND 

(By Jack Anderson) 
If anyone outside Cali!ornia walked into a 

Ford or Chrysler showroom and ordered a 
new car with the advanced air pollution 

equipment now required by Callfornia law, 
he would be told he couldn't have it. 

Although the devices are the best avail
able, this column has learned that Ford 
and Chrysler are actively discouraging their 
sale outside Cali!ornia. 

The price manuals issued by both compa
nies to their dealers across the country state 
unequivocally that the special anti-pollution 
equipment is available on California cars 
only. 

Furthermore, the Chrysler computer sys
tem is programmed to reject automatically 
an order for the equipment should one come 
in from one of the other 49 states. 

Spokesmen for both Ford and Chrysler, 
nevertheless, acknowledged to this column 
that there was no reason why a determined 
buyer, willing to wait a little longer for his 
new car, could not obtain the special device. 

Thus both companies _ admit they have 
issued false information to their dealers, 
which is bound to discourage the purchase 
of pollution-control equipment. 

The equipment in question is a system 
which curbs pollution from the evaporation 
of gasoline in fuel lines, tanks or carburetors. 
It costs about $40. 

A Ford spokesman said the company 
"thought it was advisable to test this system 
for a year to perfect the design and service 
techniques" before making the equipment 
available nationally. 

He acknowledged, however, there was no 
doubt that the system worked effectively 
and he said no particular service problems 
had been encountered. 

THE SITUATION IN LAOS 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, like many 
other Americans I have become increas
ingly alarmed over the situation in Laos. 

Once again we seem to be heading 
down the same tragic road of escalation. 
Once again both sides have broken in
ternational agreements by introducing 
armaments and foreign military forces 
into a civil war. Once again, the Ameri
can Government seems to be trying to 
hide from the American people the ex
tend of our involvement there. Once 
again press reports differ significantly 
from Government reports. Once again 
we seem to have learned very little from 
our past mistakes. 

Before we get any deeper into the 
Laotian conflict, I believe the American 
Government should take the following 
actions: 

First. Release the transcript of the 
Foreign Relations Committee hearings 
on the American involvement in Laos. 
The Russians and the North Vietnamese 
know what we are doing in Laos and so 
should the American people. If Ameri
can boys are going to fight and die in 
Laos, it is a decision the American peo
ple should make with all the facts. As 
President Nixon said on November 3: 

The American people cannot and should 
not be asked to support a policy which in
volves the overriding issues of war and peace 
unless they know the truth about that 
policy. 

Second. Call upon Britain and the 
U.S.S.R., the cochairmen of the Inter
national Conference for the Settlement 
of the Laotian Question, to reconvene 
that Conference. This is the Conference 
that brought peace to Laos once before 
and it should be given a chance to do 
it again. 

Three. Begin a process of "Laotianiza-

tion" at once. If the war in Vietnam can 
be Vietnamized, then this same process 
should begin in Laos before it becomes 
any more difficult. 

THE RIGHT OF PRIVACY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last 
year the Senate passed landmark legis
lation to protect consumers against arbi
trary and misleading credit reports. For 
the first time the consumer has a legal 
right to learn what information is in his 
credit file and to correct any inaccurate 
or misleading statements. 

Credit bureaus are also required to 
maintain the confidentiality of the in
formation in their files and to furnish it 
only to those who have a legitimate busi
ness need for the information. 

One of the most effective witnesses 
before the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee on the fair credit reporting 
bill was Prof. Arthur Miller of the Uni
.versity of Michigan Law School. Pro
fessor Miller has recently written an 
excellent article in the January 4 is
sue of the Los Angeles Times on the 
need for fair credit reporting legisla
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

CREDIT REPORTING AND ITS REGULATION 

(By Arthur R. Miller) 
In a rare display of togetherness (especially 

when compared to the debate over ABM and 
the nomination of Judge Haynsworth to the 
Supreme Court), the U.S. Senate recently 
unanimously passed the Fair Credit Report
ing Act. 

The bill, initiated by Sen. Proxmire (D
Wis.), requires credit bureaus "to adopt 
reasonable procedures for meeting the needs 
o! commerce for oonsumer credit, personnel, 
insurance and other information," while at 
the same time exercising "their grave respon
sibilities With fairness, impartially, and are
spect for the consumer's right to privacy." 

Buying on credit has become an integral 
part of daily life in the United States; each 
year Witnesses an increase in the number of 
adherents to the buy-now pay-later philiso
phy and a new high in the amount spent on 
credit purchases. 

Along with this accelerating pace of credit 
transactions, the urbanization and mobility 
of the population has made it necessary for 
most credit grantors to base their decisions 
on quick access to information gathered by 
credit bureaus, rather than on their personal 
knowledge of the borrower as was true in the 
more halcyon days of neighborhood banks 
and corner grocers. 

In order to obtain the benefits of the credit 
economy, people willingly (and often un
thinkingly) supply lenders and credit bu
reaus With substantial quantities of personal 
information. To augment this data, many 
credit bureaus regularly comb newspapers, 
co1.1.rt records relating to the in.&titution (but 
rarely the termination) of lawsuits, and 
other public files for bits of personal infor
mation that might be relevant to 1ihe decision 
about whether an individual is an acceptable 
credit risk. 

ACCESS AND ACCURACY 
In some instances this data Is further 

supplemented With the record of a person's 
payment habits received from those who 
have granted him credit in the past, and by 
reports o! field investigators who check on 
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the subject's community status. These activ
ities and the pool of information they create 
pose substantial questions as to who should 
be permitted to have access to the data and 
what steps ought to be taken to insure the 
accuracy of credit bureau files. 

The credit-reporting industry's record of 
protecting personal privacy has been ex
tremely spotty. Testimony before congres
sional subcommittees indicates that some 
practices of the retail credit-reporting as
sociations--companies that cater primarily 
to insurance companies and employers-are 
subject to sharp criticism. 

In addition to the information gathering 
activities described above, they often engage 
in surveillance and rely on information and 
impressions obtained from third persons. The 
quest is for data thought to indicate whether 
he is a good insurance risk or would make a 
desirable employe-does he carouse, is he a 
homosexual, what is his home life like? 

CONSIDERABLE DAMAGE DONE 

As might be expected, these investiga
tional reports usually contain hearsay nar
ratives gleaned from quick interviews with 
neighbors, landlords, employers, and 
"friends" conducted by poorly paid, rela
tively unsophisticated, and frequently insen
sitive functionaries. If the episodes re
counted before Congress are any indication 
of the degree of care being exercised by 
credit bureau investigators, or of their con
cern for privacy, it is clear that a substan
tial mass of dangerous and often inaccurate 
information has been gathered and un
doubtedly is causing considerable damage to 
some people. 

In contrast to the retail credit bureaus, the 
commercial credit organizations-companies 
primarily designed to serve credi';; grantors
claim to limit themselves to "hard" financial 
data. But there is evidence that the commer
cial credit bureaus have been remiss in terms 
of limiting access to their files. 

As part of a television news report, CBS 
staff members created a fictitious "systems" 
company, which requested financial informa
tion from 20 commercial credit bureaus in 
various parts of the country. The letter of 
request simply indicated that the company 
was interested in extending credit to the 
person on whom a report was sought. 

Despite the vigorous assertion by a high 
official of Associated Credit Bureaus of Amer
ica (ACB), a nationwide organization of in
dependent credit bureaus, that it was "im
possible" to secure a report from an ACB 
member unless the requesting party was a 
"bona fide creditor," the fictitious CBS com
pany apparently received full reports from 
10 of the bureaus. 

The experiment was repeated following the 
adoption of new ACB "Credit Bureau Guide
lines to Protect Consumer Privacy," which re
quire the signing of a contract in which the 
bureau's client certifies that inquiries will be 
made only for credit-granting purposes. Even 
though the CBS letter of request did not 
indicate that the information sought was to 
be used for credit-granting purposes, seven 
out of 28 of the second sample group of bu
reaus provided the information. 

In both test groups some of the bureaus 
stated that they would furnish the infor
mation only after the systems company 
signed a contract with them. In one case 
the fictitious company did this, and the in
formation was immediately forthcoming, de
spite the fact that an investigation by the 
bureau would have revealed that the sys
tems company was not a bona fide credit 
grantor. 

Even if commercial credit bureaus did limit 
themselves to providing bona fide creditors 
with information about the financial history 
of consumers and refrained from supplying 
derogatory or innuendo-filled tidbits, the 
problem of insuring the accuracy of the 
financial reports remains. 

A simple notation describing the customer 
as "slow-pay," for example, can be extremely 

damaging, yet it may conceal an honest dis
pute in which the customer withheld pay
ment in order to obtain the goods or serv
ices he bargained for in acceptable condition. 

As one commentator has pointed out, 
"what may often happen, especially when 
hot words may be exchanged between the 
•.. dealer and the consumer, is that the 
seller may report this as simply nonpay
ment or slow payment. He may even take a 
certain amount of relish in the fact that the 
obnoxious lady on the telephone . . . is be
ing fixed in the credit record ... It is an 
anonymous treatment, because the reporter 
of the information is never accountable for 
it." Once an error or a misleading entry of 
this type finds its way into a file, it may be 
virtually impossible for the victim to correct 
or, for that matter, even to discover it. 

Corrective action might be feasible in the 
case of a local credit bureau. However, these 
bureaus seem destined to suffer the fate of 
the whooping crane. A localized credit bu
reau using a manual file system is likely to 
be a relatively inefficient operation that will 
prove increasingly incapable of managing 
the masses of information generated by the 
booming credit economy. Computer tech
nology, mated with a high-speed transmis
sion medium, is the inevitable method of 
improving the system. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that computerized credit bureau 
files and national networks connecting nu
merous data bases whose contents will be 
available on a remote-access basis currently 
are under development. 

For example, in 1965, Credit Data Corp. 
inaugurated a large on-line computerized 
credit information system in California. Two 
years later the company linked its Los An
geles and San Francisco offices to provide 
what in effect is a statewide computar credit 
network. That same year Credit Data opened 
a computerized center in New York City and 
plans are under way for one in Detroit. At 
present the company has computerized cred
it information on over 20 million Americans 
and claims to be adding files on 50,000 peo
ple each week. 

TEMPTATION GREAT 

The result of computerized credit informa
tion networks will be that vast stores of fi
nancial and personal data will be centralized 
in the hands of relatively few people. A per
son's position in the community may be at 
the mercy of those who purport to have his 
financial history in their data bank. Another 
concern raised by the trend toward com
puterization and concentration of credit 
data is that the capabilities of the new tech
nology will encourage credit bureaus to ac
quire more sensitive information about in
dividual and institutional borrowers than 
they have in the past. 

Given the massive investment required to 
computerize a large credit data ba~e and the 
technology's ability to manipulate bits of in
formation in unique ways, the temptation 
to use the data for non-credit-granting pur
poses will be difficult to resist. 

A detailed account of a person's financial 
transactions, especially when accompanied 
by the type of investigative information col
lected by some credit bureaus, makes it easy 
to reconstruct his habits, associations, travel, 
and life style. If compiled on a large group, 
this data can be used for a number of non
credit commercial purposes, such as generat
ing a mailing list containing the names of 
consumers with certain financial or voca
tional characteristics who might be inter
ested in a particular product, or rating the 
credit-worthiness of a list of likely prospects 
for the distribution of unsolicited credit 
cards. 

SENATE SETS LIMITS 

It is against this background that the Fair 
Credit Reporting Act emerges. As passed by 
the Senate it (1) defines the range of per
missible purposes for which consumer re
ports may be used, (2) directs the deletion 
of certain types of obsolete information, (3) 

gives an individual access to substantial 
portions of his file, (4) requires him to be 
told on request who has received reports on 
him, and (5) makes it mandatory that he be 
notified when derogatory public record items 
are recorded and reported to others. 

Should the consumer feel aggrieved by any 
of the information he finds in his file, proce
dures are available for seeking correction 
and resolving disputes with the bureau. As 
presently drafted the act also imposes limita
tions on the development and use of inves
tigative reports. 

One of the most salient features of Sen. 
Proxmire's proposal is its recognition that 
information handlers have been remiss in 
excluding the data subject from transactions 
involving information relating to him. By 
assuring the individual access to his credit 
file, the Fair Credit Reporting Act would 
provide people with a modicum of control 
over the flow of information about them. 

Thus, unless watered down by the House, it 
will represent an important step toward im
posing obligations on the credit bureau 
industry that should help achieve a balance 
between the need for accurate financial data 
to maintain the nation's flow of credit and 
the preservation of each citizen's right of 
privacy. 

LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, once 
again I wish to join my colleagues in 
paying tribute to a brave people who have 
endured hardships in the cause of free
dom. 

Fifty-two years ago, Lithuanian inde
pendence wa.s proclaimed, ending more 
than 100 years of suft'ering under Ger
man and czarist Russian domination. 
And although the Bolshevik government 
which had been established in Moscow 
initially refused to recognize Lithuania's 
independence, they finally ''voluntarily 
and forever renounce(d) all sovereign 
rights possessed by Russia over the Lith
uanian people and their territory," in 
1920. 

During the next 22 years the Lithua
nian people briefly enjoyed. freedom un
der their own democratic government, 
and made great progress in many areas: 
educational facilities were expanded, 
progressive social and labor legislation 
was adopted, and marked achievements 
were made in literature and the fine arts. 

Lithuanian independence, so hard won, 
was not long lasting. Soon after the out
break of World War II, Lithuania was 
occupied by the Soviet Union, and then 
for a while she had the misfortune of 
being placed under Nazi rule. The Lith
uanians have sUffered and endured hard
ships and misery under this first Russian, 
then German, and again Russian sub
jugation; and still, despite the treaty of 
1920, the Lithuanian people remain un
der Russian control. Nevertheless these 
brave people have continued to yearn for 
freedom from their oppressors, and to 
work for a truly independent Lithuanian 
state. 

On the observance of this 52d anniver
sary of Lithuanian Independence Day, 
we must all hope and pray for the free
dom of the Lithuanian people. 

THE TRANSPACIFIC FLIGHT-AN 
AVIATION MILESTONE 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, less 
than 40 years ago, right here on earth, 
man encountered and surmounted bar-
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riers comparable to this Nation's recent 
fiight to the moon. In those days the Pa
cific Ocean presented a formidable bar
rier to those who sought to cross it non
stop by airplane. By 1931, eight attempts, 
all ending in failure, had been made by 
aviators trying to link the Ame1icas and 
the Orient by air. 

Then on October 3, 1931, Clyde Pang
born and Hugh Herndon n took off from 
Sabishiro Beach, Japan, for a grueling 
41-hour flight across the Pacific Ocean. 
After a fiight of 4,558 miles they made 
aviation history when they landed at 
Wenatchee, Wash. 

Today, transpacific :flights are part of 
normal scheduled airline service. Tomor
t·ow, with the advent of supersonic pas
senger service, the historic Pangborn
Herndon flight may be duplicated in less 
than 3 hours. But we should not lose 
sight of the accomplishment of these 
aviation pioneers because their venture 
has now become commonplace. 

The :flight has long been commemo
rated in Japan by a monument, but only 
recently, on May 3, 1969, was similar 
recognition given in the United States. 
This marked the dedication of the Fang
born-Herndon Memorial in Wenatchee. 

Recently, leading citizens and organi
zations in the State of Washington have 
written letters urging that greater rec
ognition be made of this aviation mile
stone by the issuance of a special com
memorative ainnail stamp. The Wash
ington State delegation, in order to ex
press their support for this admirable 
project, joined today in sending a letter 
to the Honorable Winton M. Blount, 
Postmaster General of the United States, 
urging favorable action by the Post Of
fice Department on the request for the 
stamp, and adding their personal en
dorsement of the proposal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that these letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1970. 

Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster Genera~, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: In this 
age of man's crossing the gulf of space be
tween the earth and moon, it is easy to for
get that it was only a few short years ago 
that man found and conquered barriers of 
similar magnitude here on earth. 

One such epic venture was the first non
stop crossing of the Pacific Ocean by air
plane, a feat comparable to the Atlantic 
:flight of Charles Lindbergh. Clyde Pangborn 
and Hugh Herndon II took otf from Sabi
shiro Beach, Japan on October 3, 1931. Forty
one hours and thirteen minutes later, after 
crossing 4,558 miles of lonely ocean they 
landed at the Wenatchee, Washington Air
port. 

The flight has long been commemorated 
1n Japan by a monument, but only recently, 
on May 3, 1969 was similar recognition given 
1n the United States. This marked the dedi
cation of the Pangborn-Herndon Memorial in 
Wenatchee. 

We urge that further recognition of this 
aviation milestone be made by the issuance 
of a commemorative Air Mail stamp. We have 
enclosed letters of endorsement from leading 
citizens and organizations in the State of 
Washington, asking that such a stamp be 

issued. We add to them, our own personal 
endorsement of the proposal. 

We wish to urge most strongly favorable 
action by the Post Office Department. 

Sincerely yours, 
Warren G. Magnuson, U.S. Senate, 

Thomas M. Pelly, Member of Congress, 
Julia Butler Hansen, Member of Con
gress, Thomas S. Foley, Member of 
Congress, Brock Adams, Member of 
Congress, Henry M. Jackson, U.S. Sen
ate, Lloyd Meeds, Member of Congress, 
Catherine May, Member of Congress, 
Floyd V. Hicks, Member of Congress. 

THE HERITAGE COMMITTEE, 
W enatchee, Wash., February 12, 1970. 

Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: From the 
Northwest now comes an appeal to you for a 
new, commemorative Air Mail Stamp which 
could add color, history, and international 
flavor to our Nation's unique assortment. 

In Wenatchee, Washington, we have a new 
15-million year-old basalt monument com
memorating the first non-stop transPacific 
flight from Japan to the U.S.A. that was 
made by Clyde Pangborn and Hugh Herndon 
II, and terminated in Wenatchee, Washing
ton, October 5, 1931. The flight, long com
memorated in Japan by a monument, stirred 
the nation. It made the front page of every 
newspaper in the world. In aviation history 
it is comparable to the spectacular flight of 
Colonel Charles Lindbergh. 

Shunkichi Takeuchi, Governor of the 
Aomorl Prefecture, heading a delegation of 
sixteen Japanese, came to our recent State 
Apple Blossom Festival here, participated 
in this dedication, and his party made a siz
able contribution to this beautiful memo
rial overlooking the Wenatchee Valley. 

Today, the world is flight conscious as 
never before. Japan is close to us in bonds of 
friendship and trade, especially here in the 
Northwest. In the U.S.A. the balance of 
international trade has been tipped due to 
burgeoning trade between Washington State 
and Japan. we exchange TTade Fairs and 
much travel. 

Surely, a new stamp commemorating this 
historic Japan-United States inter-tie is 
timely, strategic, and appealing. Proudly, we 
enclose pictures and story, and beg your fa
vorable consideration. 

Hopefully Yours, 
Dr. EVA ANDERSON, 

Secretary, Chelan County Heritage 
Committee. 

Hon. Dan Evans, Governor, Hon. Robert 
McDougal, State Senator, Hon. Bob 
Curtis State Representative, Helen 
Horan, President Heritage Commit
tee, Dr. Eva Anderson, Secretary, Vada 
McMullan, Postmaster, Leman John
son, Vera Weaver, Leonard Ekman, 
Wes Hensley, Cora Lake, Washington 
State Commemorative Stamp Commit
tee. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STATE OF WASHINGTON, 

Olympia, December 20, 1699. 
Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headq1tarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: As you are no doubt 

well aware, the entire State of Washington 
in general and in particular our North Cen
tral Washington area, is interested in ob
taining authorization for an Air Mail Stamp 
commemorating the historic Pangborn
Herndon Trans-Pacific Flight. 

We feel that such a stamp would be a. 
proper form of recognition for these men 
who accomplished the first non-stop flight 
across the Pacific Ocean and would also be 
a valuable addition to the Nation's unique 
stamp assortment. 

It is our hope that this might become a 
reality. Your help and cooperation in helping 
us secure this goal is greatly appreciated. 
Thank you very much. 

Very truly yours, 
Representative BoB CURTIS. 

WASHINGTON STATE AERONAUTICS 
COMMISSION, 

Seattle, Wash., February 13, 1969. 
Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: A group of distin

guished citizens of the State of Washington 
have asked me to support their efforts in 
seeking your authorization for a special Air 
Mail stamp to cemmemorate the historic 
Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific Flight. I 
trust you receive several requests of this kind 
and we would not ordinarily ask for such 
consideration. In this particular instance, 
however, we regard the request as very spe
cial and unique. 

It is wholesome American tradition that 
we should honor our brave, not only because 
of battlefield deeds, but for other deeds as 
well. The history of aviation development in 
our country is filled with recorded acts of 
bravery and heroism. The Pangborn-Hern
don Transpacific Flight clearly is regarded as 
one of the most outstanding achievements 
recorded in aviation history. We believe that 
brave and heroic achievement deserves spe
cial and unique recognition. 

Please consider our request along with 
those from other American citizens having a 
deep interest in preserving the memory, 
honor and excitement of a remarkable 
flight, the Pangborn-Herndon TTanspacific 
Flight. 

Sincerely, 
RoNALD R. PRETTI, Direct01'. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
CHELAN COUNTY, STATE OF 
WASHINGTON, 

Wenatchee, September 15, 1969. 
WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLoUNT: On behalf of the Chelan 

County Commissioners, I am writing to you 
requesting your consideration in ob'OOJ.ning 
an Air Mail stamp commemorating the 
Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific Flight. 

We feel this stamp would contribute 
greatly towards the Industrial promotion of 
this area. With the air craft potential of our 
area steadily increasing, this stamp would 
be an added asset to the flight industry. 

Issuance of this commemorative stamp 
would not only give recognition to the City 
of Wenatchee but also to the many citizens 
who have contributed to the Pangborn
Herndon Memorial. 

Again, we urge your consideration in the 
issuance of this Air Mail stamp. 

Very truly yours, 
BENTON M. BANGS, 

Chairman, Board of Chelan County 
Commissioners. 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
CITY OF WENATCHEE, WASH., 

February 6, 1970. 
Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.O. 
HoNORABLE Sm: Our area 1s very fortunate 

in having a very knowledgeable Heritage 
Committee which has been very active in 
perpetuating the historic and memorable 
events that happened in this beautiful valley 
in Central Washington. 

As Mayor of Wenatchee I also am inter
ested in commemorating the historic Pang
horn-Herndon Transpaci.flc Flight which ter
minated at the Wenachee Airport October 5, 
1931. 

As you know this was the first non-stop 
flight across the Pacifl.c Ocean from Japan. 
This event contributed much to the prog-
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ress of aviation and would be a. valuable ad
dition to the nation's assortment of com
memorative stamps. 

I urgently ask your coopera.tll.on in au
thorization of an a.1r mail stamp commemo
rating this great historic achievement con
tributing to America's mastery of the air. 

Very sincerely yours, 
W. B. YOUNG, 

Mayor, City of Wenatchee. 

MERCER ISLAND, WASH. 
Mrs. V ADA McMULLAN, 
Postmistress, 
Wenatche, Wash. 

DEAR MRS. McMULLAN: Having recently 
learned of the proposal for a. commemorative 
stamp marking the Pangborn-Herndon 
:Hight, may I add my recommendation that 
such an action be taken. 

As a reporter on the Wenatchee Daily 
World I helped cover the landing which 
terminated the first non-stop :Hight across 
the Pacific. In some 27 subsequent years in 
the aviation business (I retired as Director 
of Public Relations and Advertising a few 
months ago), the significance of that :Hight 
became increasingly apparent. Very definite
ly Pangborn and Herndon first demonstrated 
the feasibility of the North Pacific route 
to the Orient. 

In aviation circles the flight of Pangborn 
and Herndon is rated as one of the three or 
four most significant flights of all time--on 
a par with the :Hight of Lindbergh over the 
Atlantic and of Kingsford-Smith over the 
mid-Pacific to Australia. 

With the focus of world attention soon to 
be on Japan and Expo-70 it would seem that 
a stamp marking the first demonstration of 
the possibility of air travel between Japan 
and America would be most appropriate. 

Sincerely, 
CARL M. CLEVELAND. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST
MASTERS, WASHINGTON STATE 
CHAPTER No. 25, 

October 30, 1969. 
WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: The National Associa

tion of Postmasters, Washington State Chap
ter No. 25 would appreciate your considera
tion of the authorization for an Air Mail 
stamp, commemorating the historic Pang
barn-Herndon Transportation Flight. 

The Pangborn-Herndon flight, which ter
minated at the Wenatchee Airport in Douglas 
County on October 5, 1931 put Wenatchee and 
the State of Washington on the front page 
of every major newspaper in the world that 
day. Japan has erected a monument marking 
the take-off point, and in Wenatchee they 
have the Pangborn-Herndon Memorial which 
marks the landing spot. 

A commemorative stamp from Wenatchee 
would (1) honor these brave filers who ac
com:;>lished the first non-stop flight across 
the Pacific Ocean from Japan to Wenatchee, 
and thus contributed so much to the prog
ress of aviation, (2) give prestige and recog
nition to the City of Wenatchee and the en
tire State of Washington, (3) be a welcome 
addition to the nation's unique stamp 
assortment. 

Your cooperation and support will be most 
valuable to the Postmasters of the State of 
Washington. 

Sincerely, 
HELEN BRINKMAN, 

President. 
DAN McLENNAN, 

First Vice President. 
RIVAL MOORE, 

Second Vice President. 
WANDA NILSON, 

Third Vice President. 
LUELLA HENRY, 

Secretary Treasurer. 
CXVI--333-Part 4 

WASHINGTON FEDERATION OF RE
PUBLICAN WOMEN, 

· November 24, 1969. 
Mr. WINTON BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: The Washington State 

Federation of Republican Women's Executive 
Board supports the Heritage Committee in 
its effort to obtain authorization for an 
Air Mail Stamp, commemorating the his
toric Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific Flight. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. H. MAURICE AHLQUIST, 

Sec., WFRW. 

CENTRAL WASHINGTON BANK, 
Wenatchee, Wash., October 21, 1969. 

U.S. PoSTMASTER GENERAL, 
washington, D.C. 

THE HONORABLE POSTMASTER GENERAL: 
Charles R. Lindbergh's nonstop fiight across 
the Pacific Ocean was one of the 20th Cen
tury's great events, but equally dramatic, 
almost, was the Pangborn-Herndon non
stop flight across the Pacific Ocean from 
Japan to the United States in their wheel
less monoplane. 

The eyes of the entire world were on this 
daring achievement. Clyde Pangborn and 
Hugh Herndon have long since passed away, 
but their history-making fiight is becoming 
more and more widely acclaimed on both 
sides of the Pacific now that more than a 
quarter of a Century has passed. 

This year a fine monument was erected 
at the site where they landed and Japa
nese newspaper and government officials came 
to this country to officiate at the ceremonies. 

Our request is that you authorize an air
mail stamp commemorating this world re
nowned achievement. 

In many respects the Pacific Ocean is 
America's new frontier. This, plus Japan's 
forthcoming World Fair, further emphasize 
the timeliness of the Memorial Stamp. 

Very truly yours, 
KIRBY BILLINGSLEY. 

RESOLUTION CoMMEMORATING THE FIRST 
TRANS-PACIFIC NON-STOP FLIGHT 

This appeal for a Commemorative Air Mail 
Stamp has widespread National significance 
and is believed worthy of consideration. 

Whereas: this Trans-Pacific fiight is com
parable to the spectacular fiight across the 
Atlantic of Colonel Charles Lindbergh and, 

Whereas: the even has long been com
memorated in Japan with a monument and 
recently, a monument was dedicated at the 
sight of landing of this history making :Hight 
in Wenatchee, Washington and, 

Whereas: the International flavor will be 
pleasantly accepted by our Western neigh
bors and, 

Whereas: the importance of this event is 
a never ending link in the progress of this 
flight conscious World, 

Therefore; Be it resolved that District No. 
10 of Chapter No. 25 of the National Associ
ation of Postmasters of the United States 
ask your consideration of this historical first 
Trans-Pacific non-stop fiight of Clyde Pang
born and Hugh Herndon II and seek to au
thorize an Air Mail Stamp commemorating 
the event. 

GLENN R. FREDERICKSON, 
District President. 

GEORGE E. WILKIN, 
Secretary. 

THE WENATCHEE DAILY WORLD, 
Wenatchee, Wash., December 1,1969. 

Mr. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: We are interested in 

seeing a postage stamp, preferably air mail
to commemorate the historic Pangborn
Herndon Transpacific Flight. If possible, we 
would like you to authorize such a stamp. 

The stamp would not only honor these two 
fliers, but would commemorate a historical 
event-the first non-stop :Hight across the 
Pacific Ocean from Japan to wenatchee Oc
tober 5, 1931. Japan has erected a monument 
marking the take-off point. This year a 
similar monument was erected near Wenat
chee with 16 international officials here for 
the dedication. 

The fiight, we feel, is a landmark in avia
tion history. And as such, should be com
memorated. Your authorization of a Pang
barn-Herndon air mail stamp would be much 
appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
WILFRED R. WooDs, 

Editor and Publisher. 

WENATCHEE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Wenatchee, Wash., January 23, 1970. 

Hon. WINTON BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General of the United States, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: The Wenatchee Cham

ber of Commerce is pleased to endorse the 
petition of the Chelan County Heritage 
Committee for issuance of a United States 
commemorative postage stamp honoring the 
first nonstop trans-pacific flight (Sapporo to 
Wenatchee) by Hugh Herndon and Clyde 
Pangborn in 1931. 

The United States and the State of Wash
ington will be participants in the 1970 Osaka 
(Japan) Worlds Fair. Noting that this na
tion has issued commemorative stamps in 
recognition of other worlds fairs in this na
tion and abroad, the Osaka event might well 
be commemorated in conjunction with this 
great aviation achievement shared by the 
United States and Japan. 

Your interest in the recognition of this 
significant historic event will be most sin
cerely appreciated. 

Respectfully, 
D. N. GELLATLY, Jr., 

President. 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 
No. 1 OF CHELAN COUNTY, 

Wenatchee, Wash., February 2, 1970. 
WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: Public Utility District 

No. 1 of Chelan County supports the Chelan 
County Heritage Committee in its efforts to 
obtain authorization for an Air Mail Stamp 
to be printed commemorating the historic 
Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific Flight. This 
first non-stop :Hight across the Pacific Ocean 
from Japan contributed much to the prog
ress of aviation and is certainly worthy of 
such a commemoration. 

The Japanese have erected a monument 
marking the take-off point of the :Hight in 
Japan and there is now a Pangborn-Herndon 
Memorial in Wenatchee which marks the 
landing spot. A commemorative stamp will 
further recognize and honor the magnitude 
of this accomplishment and the brave and 
daring men who carried it to completion. 

We would gratefully appreciate your favor
able consideration of authorization of such 
an Air Mail Stamp. 

Sincerely yours, 
HOWARD C. ELMORE, 

It-Ianager. 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT No. 1 OF 
DouGLAS CouNTY, 

East Wenatchee, Wash., February 3, 1970. 
Hon. WINTON M. BLoUNT, 
U.S. Postmaster General, Post Office Depart

ment Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Sm: We would like to express our 

enthusiastic support of an e1Iort by the 
Chelan County Heritage Committee for Is
suance of an air mail stamp commemorating 
the historic Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific 
Flight nearly 40 years ago. 

This first non-stop flight across the Pacific 
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Ocean from Japan had its termination here 
on October 5, 1931, in a dramatic event that 
electrified the world. Suitable monuments 
have now been erected in both countries to 
mark the take-off and landing points of that 
historic flight. We join with others in seeking 
your favorable consideration of issuing a 
commemorative stamp to the event and to 
the memory of these intrepid fliers who gam
bled their lives to make aviation history. 

Very truly yours, 
MICHAEL DONEEN, Presi dent. 
LLOYD McLEAN, Vi ce President. 
HOWARD PREY, Secretary. 

NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL LIBRARY, 
wenatchee .. wash., October 22, 1969. 

WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Sm: We would like to add our pleas 

to those of the Chelan County Heritage Com
mittee, in their efforts to obtain authoriza
tion for an Air-Mail stamp commemorating 
the Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific Flight of 
1931. 

Clyde Pangborn and Hugh Herndon landed 
at Wenatchee on October 5, 1931, after mak
ing the first non-stop :flight across the Pacific 
Ocean. They :flew from Samushiro Beach, 
Japan to Wenatchee, Washington in 41 hours 
and 13 minutes. Japan has erected a monu
ment marking the takeoff place, and We
natchee has erected the Pangborn-Herndon 
Memorial, marking the landing spot. 

We feel that a commemorative stamp 
would indeed honor these aviators who added 
so much to the story of aviation. 

Sincerely, 
Virginia Gnagy, Kathryn Bender, Louise 

Mirabell, Dorothy McKenzie, Mary M. 
French, Mike Lynch, Carol McFarland, 
Annie Koinzan, Doreen Y. Purcell, 
Margaret Whitlock, Mary Middleton, 
Elizabeth Stroup, Boyden Brooks, 
Rowena B. Christiansen, Maxine Van 
Brocklin, Virginia Koon, Anna Merle 
Kliewer, Doris Clark, June Whipple, 
Dee A. Hill , Nora R. Fenton, Leeta M. 
Watt. 

WENATCHEE, WASH., October 16, 1969. 
WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D .C. 
DEAR SIR: I wish to add my support to the 

effort of the Chelan County Heritage Com
Inittee to obtain authorization of an Air Mail 
Stamp commemorating the historic Pang
bern-Herndon Transpacific Flight in the 
early days of aviation. 

It was a significant "first" in aviation, 
worthy of the monuments which mark the 
take-off and landing points .and now worthy 
of being commemorated by the issuance of 
an Air Mail Stamp. 

Respectfully yours, 
ROBERT B. ROWE, 

Architect. 

CHELAN COUNTY WOMEN'S REPUB
LICAN CLUB, 

Wenatchee, Wash., October 15, 1969. 
Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: We re
spectfully request your earnest considera
tion of issu.ance of an Air Mail stamp, com
memorating the historic Pangborn-Herndon 
Transpacific Flight from Tokyo, Japan to 
Wenatchee, Washington, U .S.A. in October 
or 1931. 

Japan has erected a monument marking 
the take-off point, and Wenatchee now has 
a Pangborn-Herndon Memorial which marks 
the landing spot. A Commemorative Stamp 
will further recognize and honor the magni
tude of the accomplishment, and the brave 
and daring men who accomplished the first 
non-stop flight .across the Pacific Ocean. 

This stamp would also be a valuable addi
tion to the nation's unique stamp assor·t
ment. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Mrs. FRANK KUNTZ, 
President. 

WENATCHEE VALLEY CLINIC, 
Wenatchee, Wash ., October 4, 1969. 

WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, 
Post Office Headquarters, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: The Wenatchee Valley Clinic 
urges the Post Office Department to authorize 
an Air Mail stamp commemorating the his
toric Pangborn-Herndon Transpacific Flight. 

A commemorative stamp would honor 
these brave fliers who accomplished this first 
nonstop :flight across the Pacific Ocean from 
Japan. Japan has erected a monument mark
ing the take-off and a memorial marks the 
landing spot in Douglas Count y, State of 
Washington. 

We urge you to consider a commemorative 
s t amp recognizing this accomplishment. 

Very truly yours, 
WIN BAKER, 

B·usiness Manager. 

JOINT PLANNING OFFICE, 
Wenatchee, Wash ., Oct ober 6, 1969. 

WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postma -ter General, 
Post Office Headquarters, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: The Wenatchee Cit y Planning 
Commission wishes to add it s support to 
other organizations in the area in urging the 
Post Office to authorize an Air Mail stamp 
commemorating the historic Pangborn
Herndon Transpacific Flight. 

Japan has erected a monument marking 
the take-off site and a memorial marks the 
landing spot in Douglas County, State of 
Washington. It is most fitting that a com
memorative stamp be issued to honor these 
brave :fliers who accomplished this first non
stop flight across the Pacffic Ocean from 
Japan. 

We urge you to consider a commemorative 
stamp recognizing this historic flight. 

Very truly yours, 
WIN BAKER, Chairman. 

LION CLUB OF WENATCHEE, 
Wenatchee, Wash., August 21, 1969. 

WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
Sm: On October 5, 1931 the termination of 

the Pangborn-Herndon :flight, non-stop 
across the Pacific Ocean from Japan to 
Wenatchee, contributed much to the prog
ress of aviation. 

As of this date monuments have been 
erected marking the take-off and landing 
points of the :fliers who accomplished this 
great feat. 

The Wenatchee Lions Club urges you to 
consider the authorization of a commemora
tive stamp that would further recognize and 
honor the magnitude of this tremendous ac
complishment and the brave and daring men 
who carried it to completion. 

I would like to thank you in advance for 
your careful consideration of this matter. 

Respectfully, 
CARL FUGITT, 

Wenatchee Lions Club. 

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF POSTMASTERS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Silvana, Wash., September 7,1969. 
WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Depw·tment 

Headquarte1·s, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: At a meeting of the 

Executive Committee of the Washington 
State Branch of the National League of Post
masters September 6, we voted to endorse 
the appeal of the Chelan County Heritage 
Committee for authorization for an Air Mail 
stamp commemorating the historic Pang
born-Herndon Transpacific Flight. 

We felt this to be quite a Inilestone in his
tory and very worth while commemorating. 

Very truly yours, 
ELEANOR MONSON, 

S ee1·etary-treasurer. 

WENATCHEE, WASH., 
February 2, 1970. 

WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, washington, D.C. 
DEAR SIR: At the regular meeting of the 

Wenatchee Garden Club in January 35 mem
bers present voted unanimously to support 
the Heritage Committee in their effort to 
obtain authorization for an Air Mail Stamp 
commemorating the historic Pangborn-Hern
don Transpacific Flight. 

The Pangborn-Herndon :flight which ter
minated at the Wenatchee Airport on Octo
ber 5, 1931 put Wenatchee and the State of 
Washington on the front page of every ma
jor newspaper in the world that day. 

Japan has erected a monument marking 
the take-off point and there is a Pangborn
Herndon memorial which marks the land
ing point. 

A commemorative stamp would further 
recognize and honor the magnitude of this 
accomplishment and the brave and daring 
men who carried it to completion. 

Very truly yours, 
VERNA M. SMITH, 

Secr etar y Wenatchee Garden Club . 

ALLIED ARTS COUNCIL OF NORTH 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON, 

Wenatchee, Wash ., October 25, 1969. 
Mr. WINTON M. BLOUNT, 
Postmaster General, Post Office Department 

Headquarters, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BLOUNT: The Heritage Commit

tee of Wenatchee, Washington, is applying 
for authorization for an Air Mail stamp 
commemorating the historic Pangborn
Herndon Transpacific flight, which termi
nated in Wenatchee October 5, 1931. 

This historic achievement was officially rec
ognized in our area through the establish
ment of a beautiful memorial, spearheaded 
by the Heritage Committee, and built 
through the volUJ].teer efforts of hundreds 
of local people. The dedication ceremony was 
a highlight of the Apple Blossom Festival in 
May of this year. Japanese representatives 
were present and took part in this cere
mony. The memorial, located in Douglas 
County, is a thing of beauty, a shaft of na
tive stone enhanced by a bird in flight, de
signed by Walter Graham, an artist of na
tional renown. 

We believe not only that the fiight in it
self is deserving of the recognition which a 
commemorative stamp would give it, but 
the impressive memorial is an eminently 
fitting subject and would prove to be a val
uable addition to our nation's stamp assort
ment. 

We sincerely hope that you will give seri
ous consideration to issuing a stamp to honor 
the accomplishment of Pangborn and Hern
don who through their accomplishment lent 
luster not only to Wenatchee, but to Ameri
ca's aviation history as well. 

Yours sincerely, 
Mrs. JAMES PAULY, 

President. 

(This marks the end of routine morn
ing business.) 

ADMINISTRATION HAS NO SPECIFIC 
PROGRAM TO HALT HIGH UNEM
PLOYMENT 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, con

trary to their public statements, the Nix
on administration has no specific plans 
or shelf of effective job prog1·ams to com
bat the major rise in unemployment pro
jected for this year in the Nixon budget. 



February 27, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- SENATE 5303 
Key administration spokesmen have 
made their case in appearances before 
the Joint Economic Committee. On the 
issue of combating unemployment, they 
have substituted talk for action. 

Expert after expert told the Joint Eco
nomic Committee that unemployment 
this year will rise to the 5- to 6-percent 
level. The budget itself projects a 4.3-
percent average for the year. Since it is 
lower than that now, this means that 
unemployment will be much higher at 
the end of the year if the experts' projec
tions come about. 

One of the estimates was by the prin
cipal economic adviser to the President, 
the chairman of the economic advisers, 
Paul McCracken, who admitted that a 
4.3-percent average would mean there 
would have to be a rate of at least 5 per
cent by the end of the year, and that 
would mean close to an additional 1 mil
lion Americans out of work. 

When asked what they intend to do 
to combat high unemployment, admin
istration spokesmen all claimed they 
would take action. But when pressed for 
specific acts we got form for substance, 
rhetoric instead of specific plans, and 
big talk to describe ineffective programs. 

When asked what are the "strong 
measures" they say they are ready to 
take, the administration spokesmen told 
us three things, all of which are either 
vague or useless. 

They say they would end the 75-per
cent cutback on Federal financing of 
construction. But that cutback was a 
feeble instrument and amounted to less 
than $300 million. It had no effect in 
halting inflation and it would obviously 
be useless in reversing a recession and 
stimulating employment. It is less than 
one three-thousandths part of the $985 
billion gross national product. 

Second, the administration spokesmen 
claim they would rely on action by the 
Federal Reserve Board. It is typical of 
the administration that its key plans de
pend on the action of an agency which 
is independent of the executive and 
whose powers to combat unemployment 
are weak and ineffective. Many experts 
characterize the Federal Reserve Board's 
power to reverse a recession by increas
ing the money supply as ineffective as 
"pushing on a string". 

It is par for the course that the admin
istration's key pl£..ns to fight unemploy
ment depends on ineffective action by 
an agency over which they have no con
stitutional control. 

Finally they refer vaguely to some 
form of "budget management," whatever 
that is. 

This is no program at all. It is clearly 
all talk and no action. At best it is a 
series of weak and pusilanimous pro
posals. At worst it would be wholly inef
fective. It is hardly calculated to instill 
confidence in the more than 700,000 
workers who will be laid off in 1970. 

This country needs a clearly defined 
shelf of specific programs to counteract 
unemployment if it is as large as pre
dicted later this year. Instead we get 
vague promises or redundant proposals. 

If we are to stop inflation and head off 
unemployment, we need to get ready 
now. 

WHY DOES THE UNITED STATES 
NOT OUTLAW MASS MURDER? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in a 
short but poignant article appearing in 
the current issue of Look magazine, Ar
thur Morse examines why the United 
States has thus far failed to outlaw mass 
murder by ratifying the Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide. Incidentally, this is 
the convention that the President, the 
Secretary of State, and the Attorney 
General just asked the Senate to act 
on. 

Morse traces the history of the Geno
cide Convention and claims that lawyer 
Eberhard P. Deutsch is the man who for 
20 years has led the successful fight 
against ratification. But as syskmatically 
as Deutsch built up opposition to the 
Genocide Convention, Morse shows that 
in the last few years prominent lawyers 
like Bruno Bitker, retired Supreme Court 
Justice Clark, Secretary of State William 
Rogers, former Chief Justice Earl War
ren, Rita Hauser, and former Attorney 
General Nicholas Katzenbach have 
!Strongly supported ratification of the 
convention. 

I ask unanimous consent to place the 
article in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
WHY DOESN'T THE UNITED STATES OUTLAW 

MASS MURDER? THE EMOTIONAL STRUGGLE 
OVER SIGNING THE U.N. GENOCIDE TREATY 
APPROACHES A NEW CLIMAX 

(By Arthur D. Morse, author of "While Six 
Million Died") 

The apparent American massacre in Song
my, Vietnam, has been condemned around 
the world as genocide. On a village scale, the 
events in Songmy bear a terrifying similarity 
to Nazi mass murder-old men, women and 
children gunned down, hurled Ulto ditches, 
blown apart by grenades. The savagery 
seemed intensified by a pervasive racial con
tempt. 

But Songmy, for all its horror, was not 
genocide. Genocide means the systematic ex
termination of a national, ethnic, racial or 
religious group. Songmy represents a lesser 
magnitude of barbarity. 

In spite of this distinction, the United 
States is uniquely vulnerable to charges of 
genocide. Most Americans do not realize 
that their country is the only major power 
in the United Nations that has refused to 
ratify the one international treaty seeking 
to halt mass killing-the UN Convention on 
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime 
of Genocide. 

The United States helped to steer the 
Genocide Convention through the UN Gen
eral Assembly by unanimous vote back in 
1948. But U.S. ratification requires two-thirds 
vote of the Senate and the President's signa
ture. Neither has occurred. The Senate has 
ignored the convention ever since the Tru
man Administration, when it died in the 
Foreign Relations Committee. And Presi
dents Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson 
remained silent. Meanwhile, 74 nations have 
ratified it. 

The failure of the United States to support 
this and other U.N. human-rights measures 
is largely attributable to the implacable op
position of Eberhard P. Deutsch, a 72-year
old New Orleans lawyer who has dedicated 
much of his career to their defeat. For many 
years, he was a member, then chairman, of 
the American Bar Association's ,ironically 
titled Committee for Peace and Law Through 
the United Nations. This committee has ex
erted great influence within the Bar Associa-

tion and, even more important, within the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the United 
States Senate. 

What does the Genocide Convention pro
pose, and what does Eberhard Deutsch fear? 

The treaty specifies five acts that, if ac
companied by the intent to destroy a na
tional, ethnic, racial or religious group, con
stitute the crime of genocide: killing mem
bers of a group; causing them serious bodily 
or mental harm; deliberately inflicting upon 
them conditions of life calculated to bring 
about their physical destruction; imposing 
measures to prevent births within their 
group, and forcibly transferring their chil
dren to another group. 

The convention denies genocidists the 
right of political asylum. Countries ratifying 
the convention agree to extradite the ac
cused for trial by a court of the nation in 
which the alleged genocide was committed. 

If a government fails to prevent or punish 
genocide, another nation may bring the case 
before the International Court of Justice. 
Though the court can order the negligent 
country to take remedial action, it has no 
punitive power. To fill this void, the Genocide 
Convention suggests the ultimate establish
ment of a new international tribunal with 
power to punish. The creation of this court 
would require ratification by each nation. 

Of course, the mere signing of the conven
tion would not end the threat of genocide, 
but it is the essential first step under inter
national law toward this goal. Supporters of 
the convention argue that its existence in 
the 1930's would have braked Nazi excesses 
or at least led to the early outlawing of 
Germany by the world community. 

Eberhard P. Deutsch, an affable and court
ly gentleman of formidable legal skills, told 
me he deplores the crime of genocide but 
that he views this and other UN human
rights conventions as subtle techniques for 
circumventing the United States Constitu
tion and bringing about a "creeping inter
national encroachment" of American insti
tutions. 

Deutsch mirrors the views of his mentor, 
Frank E. Holman, the late president of the 
American Bar Association, whom Deutsch 
described to me as "a reactionary and prob
ably a John Bircher but a Rhodes Scholar 
and a delightful gentleman." 

According to Deutsch, Article VI of the 
United States Constitution, which states 
that treaties "shall be the supreme law of 
the land," presents the advocates of social 
change with a device for bypassing Congress. 
lie regards this as a sinister method of ac
complishing, by treaty, changes that Con
gress would not approve as domestic legisla
tion. He has little confidence in such deci
sions as the U.S. Supreme Court's 1957 rul
ing in the case of Reid. vs. Covert, when it 
said: "This Court has regularly and uni
formly recognized the supremacy of the Con
st:itution over a treaty." 

During the Eisenhower Administration, 
the Genocide Convention was plunged into 
obscurity by the so-called Bricker Amend
ment, which challenged the treaty-making 
power of the President. Appropriately, the 
architect of the Bricker Amendment was not 
the silver-haired Ohio Senator for whom it 
was named but the relentless Eberhard 
Deutsch. 

In 1963, President Kennedy, still fearful 
of the states' rights issue, ignored the Geno
cide Convention when he urged action on 
three less controversial UN conventions
Slavery, the Poiitlcal Rights of Women and 
Abolition of Forced Labor. It took the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee four years 
to get around to them, and then it approved 
only the Slavery Convention. Fifty-one na
tional organizations had banded together in 
support of all three conventions, but the For
eign Relations Committee once again upheld 
Deutsch, permitting him to testify without 
challenge at a separate session to which his 
opponents were not invited. 
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VOTES TOMORROW But there was now one sharply dissenting 
voice in Deutsch's own Bar Association com
mittee. Bruno v. Bitker of Milwaukee called 
for passage of the three human-rights meas
ures sent up by President Kennedy and in
sisted upon adding the long-neglected Geno
cide Convention. Bitker said, ". . . crimes 
against humanity are not local in nature; 
they must be outlawed internationally." 

Deutsch has referred to Mr. Bitker as a 
"bleeding heart"; the "bleeding hearts" be
gan a counterattack during 1968. This had 
been designated as the International Year 
for Human Rights, and President Johnson 
had established a commission for its ob
servance. Bitker was one of its most active 
members and served on a bipartisan com
mittee of distinguished lawyers, headed by 
retired Supreme Court Justice Tom C. Clark 
and including William P. Rogers, soon to be 
named Secretary of State by President Nixon, 
and John R. Stevenson, who would become 
Legal Adviser to the State Department under 
Nixon. 

The lawyers' committee issued A Report in 
Support of the Treatymaking Power of the 
United States in Human Rights Matters, 
which demolished the argurr.ents of Deutsch 
and his followers. The report concluded that 
human rights are matters of international 
concern and quoted Chief Justice Earl War
ren: "We as a nation should have been the 
first to ratify the Genocide Convention .... " 

Last year, opposition to Deutsch gained 
strength when President Nixon appointed 
Mrs. Rita E. Hauser as U.S. Representative 
to the UN Human Rights Commission. A 
dynamic young lawyer dedicated to U.S. 
ratification of the Genocide Convention, she 
is also chairman of a committee of the Bar 
Association's Section of Individual Rights 
and Responsibilities. In a strong report, this 
committee now recommended that the Asso
ciation's ruling House of Delegates adopt a 
resolution favoring ratification of the Geno
cide Convention. Sen. J. William Fulbright, 
apparently as reluctant about the Genocide 
Convention as he is about civil rights, re
quires this ABA approval as a prerequisite 
for actfon by the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, which he chairs. 

As for the old Deutsch committee, it has 
been renamed the Committee on World Or
der Under Law, and he has been retired from 
its ranks, though retaining other Bar Asso
ciation authority. The new chairman is 
Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, former U .S. At
torney General and Under Secretary of State. 
He and his committee have agreed with Mrs. 
Hauser's report. A third group in the Bar 
Association, the UN Activities Committee 
chaired by Robert Rosenstock of New York, 
also supports the Genocide Convention. 

The long battle has at last reached a cli
max. These three recommendations by ABA 
committees are being presented for action to 
the House of Delegates meeting in Atlanta 
February 23-25. For the first time, Eberhard 
Deutsch is confronted by a determined coali
tion favoring the Genocide Convention. If 
Deutsch is defeated, it will be up to the 
United States Senate and President Nixon 
to end this nation's long isolation as the only 
major power that has not gone on record 
against mass murder. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE PENDING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, a motion will be made shortly to 
recess. However, before that motion is 
made, I would ask the Chair, for the in
formation of Senators, what the pending 
business is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the HEW appropria
tion bill, and the pending question is 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) . 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the Chair. 

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, I state the following fact for 
the information of Senators. It is by way 
of a recapitulation of the orders se
cured by the majority leader for tomor
row. 

Mr. President, the Senate will shortly 
recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow morn
ing under the previous order. Immediate
ly upon the completion of the prayer and 
the disposition of the reading of the 
Journal on tomorrow, there will be a brief 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to exceed 15 min
utes. 

Following the period for the trans
action of routine business, I presume 
there will be a short quorum, and, Mr. 
President, there will then be a vote on 
treaty, Executive A, intellectual and in
dustrial property conventions, which will 
occur at 10:20 tomorrow morning under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the understanding of the Chair. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, when the treaty is laid before the 
Senate, it will become the pending busi
ness, at which time the Pastore rule will 
become operative for the next 3 hours. 

Orders have been granted on various 
amendments. There will be 4 hours on 
the amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) to section 408 of the bill, to 
be equally divided; 1 hour to be equally 
divided, on the amendment to section 
409; 2 hours on the amendment to sec
tion 410, to be equally divided; 2 hours 
on the amendment affecting impacted 
areas to be offered by the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. SPONG) and/or the Sen
ator from Nebraska <Mr. HRUSKA), to 
be equally divided; and 4 hours on the 
bill, to be equally divided; with the 
agreement that on all other amendments 
there will be 1 hour to be equally divided. 

And on all amendments to the afore
mentioned amendments, substitutes, or 
motions, with the exception of a motion 
to table, there will be 30 minutes to be 
equally divided. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN
ING BUSINESS TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that 
tomorrow Senators may make state
ments, not to exceed 3 minutes, during 
the period for the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. There will 
be votes tomorrow. Again, the first vote 
will be 10:20 p.m. and all Senators are 
put on notice. 

I repeat, the morning business will be 
for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS TO 10 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in recess until 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
o'clock and 30 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Saturday, 
February 28, 1970, at 10 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate February 27 (legislative day of 
February 26). 1970: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

William C. Burdette, of Georgia, a Foreign 
Service Officer of the Class of Career Minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Malawi. 

Clarence Clyde Ferguson, Jr., of New 
Jersey, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Uganda. 

Walter C. Ploeser, of Missouri, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Costa 
Rica. 

PATENT OFFICE 

Robert Gott schalk, of New Jersey, to be 
:':i'irst Assistant Commissioner of Patents 
vice Edwin L. Reynolds, resigned. ' 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 

Subject to qualifications provided by law, 
the following for permanent appointment to 
the grades indicated in the Environmental 
Science Services Administration: 

To be comm,anders 
Archibald J. Patrick 
Bruce I. Williams 
William R. Curtis 
R. Lawrence Swanson 
James Collins 
Robert A. Trauschke 
Francis D. Moran 

To be lieutenant commanders 
Richard V. O'Connell 
WalterS. Simmons 
John P. Vandermeulen 
George C. Chappell 
Theodore Wyzewski 
Merritt N. Walter 
Kenneth F. Burke 
Fidel T. Smith 



February 27, 1970 
To be lieutenants 

Hugh B. Milburn John E. Colt 
Dennis L. Graves Gerald W. McGill 
James M. McClelland William B. Knight, Jr. 
John C. Veselenak Charles L. Hardt 
Brent H. Traughber Roderick S. Patwell 

To be lieutenants (junior grade) 
Glenn H. Endrud Glenn M. Garte 
John H. Snooks Melvyn C. Grt:nthal 
James P. Travers Lawrence C. Hall 
Douglas F. Jones William D. Neff 
Kenneth W. Sigley V. Kenneth Leonard, 
Efrem R. Krisher Jr. 
Gordon F. Tornberg Douglas A. Danner 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Thomas C. Howell III 
David M. Chambers 
RichardS. Young 
Bruce W. Fisher 
TedG.Hetu 
Michael Kawka 
Michael J. Moorman 
Philip D. Hitch 
Clarence W. Tignor 

John J. Lenart 
Stephen ........ Foster 
Gregory R. Gillen 
William R. Daniels 
Lynn T. Gillman 
Floyd Childress II 
Charles N. Whitaker 
Robert V. Smart 
Jonathan R. Carr 

To be ensigns 
Stephen E. Anderly Ronald L. Gester 
John R. Annett Thomas M. Goforth 
Archibald C. Davis III Howard W. Herz 
George C. Fuller 

William M. Hornick, 
Jr. 

Wayne A. Hoyle 
Robert L. Johnson 
Raymond Louis 
Stewart McGee, Jr. 
Donald W. Nostrant 
Harvey L. Parry, Jr. 
Raymond W. Reilly 
Robert C. Roush 
Robert W. Rushing 
Stephen C. Schwartz 
Ronald J. Smolowitz 
William A. Viertel 
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John D. Busman 
Roger J. DeVivo 
Robert M. Dixon 
Donald A. Drake 
Stephen M. Dunn 
Dale M. Hodges 
Lewis A. Lapine 
Gregory L. Miller 
Carl F. Peters II 
William G. Pichel 
John L. Robbins 
Dean R. Seidel 
Thomas W. Richards 
Lester B. Smith, Jr. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR.KS 
PRAYER IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOL 

HON. THOMAS J. MESKILL 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, February 26, 1970 

Mr. MESKILL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to devote a few minutes to the dis
cussion of public prayer. I believe a basic 
statement dealing with some of the most 
frequent objections to a public prayer 
amendment will be useful to the debate 
on this subject. 

Mr. Speaker, what happened which 
makes a peoples' amendment for public 
prayer necessary? 

On June 25, 1962, the Supreme Court 
said, without citing any precedent, that 
the following prayer freely recited by 
pupils and teachers in New York State 
public schools was unconstitutional: 

Almighty God, we acknowledge our de
pendence upon Thee and we ask Thy bless
ings upon us, our parents, our teachers, and 
our country. 

On June 17, 1963, the Supreme Court 
banned the Lord's Prayer and Bible 
reading from the schools of Maryland 
and Pennsylvania though in both in
stances recitation had been by statute 
free. 

The only effective way to reverse a 
precedent-making decision by the Su
preme Court is through a carefully 
worded constitutional amendment. This 
we propose. 

What did the Court really do? 
As in all Court decisions there are 

brave and good words here. What is im
portant, however, is not the incidental 
remarks but the deed of the decisions. 
President Abraham Lincoln had once 
commented on the Dred Scott decision-

When all the words, the collateral matter 
was cleared away from it, all the chaff was 
fanned out of it, it was a bare absurdity. 

Such is the case here. In its first de
cision, the Court equated "establish
ment" with public reverence, whether 
free or not, whether institutional or not, 
whether sectarian or not. In its second 
decision, the Court said that even to 
question the historic validity of this 
equation was "of value only as academic 
exercises." Inserted into such an equa
tion, despite the Court's occasional as
surance to the contrary, all practices of 
public reverence among us must fall. 
This, in fact, is what the Court did. The 
fight for a peoples' amendment for pub-

lie prayer is, thus, a fight to eradicate 
what we have called the fatal equation. 
Much more is involved here than the 
prayer alone. 

Are we attacking the Court? 
We attack the integrity neither of the 

persons nor the institution of the Court 
as then constituted. Simply, following in 
the steps of Abraham Lincoln and many 
others, we seriously question the tradi
tional, historic, and legal validity of its 
prayer-ban decisions. 

What, then, is really at stake here? 
First and foremost, return of the civil 

right of free public prayer to the class
rOQIID. Second, a process of creeping secu
larism which, unless now radically 
checked, could continue to wipe out one 
by one all other practices of public rev
erence among us. Examples: attack on 
the Christmas prayer of the astronauts, 
1968, on the pageant of peace near the 
White House, 1969, on other spiritual 
exercises in public schools. By forc
ing the issue of free school prayer, 
we ask the Amf'rican people to re
flect again on the role of God in 
their midst, to examine the national con
science again. This could be the critical 
beginning in a great grassroots effort to 
make America again a Nation on its 
knees. Fourth, to reaffirm the democratic 
process in which the will of the vast ma
jority of our people determines the law 
under which we shall live. 

Some say we can still teach about re
ligion in public schools. Is this true? 

Religion is more than dates and pic
tures and which Pope ruled when and 
who reformed what. Religion is essen
tially affective, the up-reach of the spirit 
toward a concerned God. Religion, 
stripped of affection and spirit, is not 
religion at all. Teaching about religion 
may be useful. It cannot suffice. Besides 
any surviving religion in public schools, 
while it may last for a time, will most 
surely be subject to attack by the same 
intolerant few who succeeded in having 
the prayer-ban decisions handed down. 
Besides, to accept teaching about religion 
in place of the civil right of free school 
prayer does absolutely nothing to erase 
the fatal precedent now placed by the 
two prayer-ban decisions. 

What about substitutions for prayer in 
the public schools, such as meditation, 
classe~ in comparative religion, God 
sandwiched between Buddha and Ein
stein in a series of morning exercises? 

The same argument holds as in the 
paragraph above. Many proposed sub
stitutions are not religion at all. Medita-

tion, of course, is better than nothing. 
A silent God is better than no God. But 
since when can little children effectively 
meditate? Why must God be quiet when 
He enters a school? Besides, silent medi
tation by its very nature is individual. It 
does nothing to fulfill the purpose ac
complished by the beautiful brotherhood 
of free prayer with which most of our 
school districts began the school day for 
many decades prior to the prayer-ban 
decisions. In any case, no substitute 
would do anything to remove the fa tal 
precedent of the prayer-ban decisions. 
Those who use the argument from sub
stitution to oppose a prayer amend
ment-and most substitutors do not sup
port an amendment-are, quite frankly, 
ow· foes just as much as those who want 
all religion removed from the public 
classroom. They fail to see, honestly or 
dishonestly, that by accepting a substi
tute they are permitting a cancer to re
main and grow while applying salve to 
the external wound. All effective substi
tutes are susceptible to attack from the 
same kind of intolerant few who secured 
the prayer-ban in the first place. What 
is necessary is that a peoples' amendment 
for public prayer be written into the 
Constitution and then further thought 
be given to the whole matter of religion 
and morality in education, not vice 
versa. 

Why should we tamper with the first 
amendment? 

The first amendment has already been 
tampered with by the Court. We propose 
simply to restore it to its original and 
traditional meaning. Senate Joint Reso
lution 6, a sample of possible prayer 
amendment wording, reads: 

Nothing contained in this Constitution 
~hall abridge the right of persons lawfully 
assembled in any public building which is 
supported in whole or in part through the 
expenditure of public funds, to participate 
in nondenominational prayer. 

Would not a "sense of the Senate 
resolution" be enough? 

There are some Congressmen who may 
be using this device honestly. We can
not help but feel, however, that many 
are using it dishonestly. A sense of the 
Senate resolution would change nothing 
whatsoever. Only a carefully worded 
amendment will accomplish what must 
be done--namely, a fundamental re
versal of the two prayer-ban decisions. 

Suppose the Court in fact accurately 
interpreted the words of the first amend
ment? 

Even if this were true--and it is not-


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-04-18T12:58:15-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




